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ABSTRACT 
 
Roughly 8,400 of the 24,000 people under the purview of the Rhode Island Department 
of Corrections are on active probation. These 8,400 people must regularly attend meetings with 
their probation officer, court appointments, drug treatment programs, mental health counseling, 
and various crime-specific stipulations (such as anger management groups). There is minimal 
evidence to suggest that mandating these stipulations reduce a probationer’s likelihood to be 
rearrested. There is a wealth of evidence to suggest that having a job does decrease the likelihood 
that a probationer will be rearrested. The effect probation stipulations have on a probationer’s 
employment outcomes is unknown. Also unknown is the influence that probation stipulations 
have on a probationer’s perceptions of their own employability (self-perceptions of ability to find 
and maintain a job). This study, utilizing a cross-sectional design and collecting data from Rhode 
Island probationers via survey (n= 170), explores existing correlations between probation 
stipulations, employment outcomes, and perceptions of employability. Results suggest that 
probation stipulations are negatively correlated with some employment outcomes and 
perceptions of employability and that probationers who feel supported by their probation officer 
have better outcomes and perceptions than those probationers who do not feel supported by their 
probation officer. Relationships, though significant, are not substantive, as effect sizes are 
minimal to moderate. Further research with a larger sample size and conducted longitudinally 
may better explain correlations uncovered in this research. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction/Overview 
 
Problem Statement 
 
At the end of 2016 there were roughly two million people incarcerated in the United 
States (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2018a, 2018b). Almost all (about 97%) have sentences that 
end in a release from prison. Therefore, except for those who die while incarcerated (due to 
execution or, for those sentenced to life without the possibility of parole, other causes), everyone 
currently inside a prison will be released. At the end of 2015 there were an additional 5 million 
people no longer in prison on probation or parole (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2016). There are 
an additional 60 million people who are neither incarcerated nor on probation/parole, but have 
criminal records (Natividad Rodriguez & Emsellem, 2011). Historical data suggest that of all the 
prisoners who are released this year, nearly 70% will be re-incarcerated within three years 
(National Institute of Justice, 2014).  
The U.S. has more inmates than any other country and 25% of the global inmate 
population (Walmsley, 2015). China has fewer inmates than the U.S. despite their total 
population being four times larger (1.3 billion). The U.S. justice system is opting for 
incarceration more frequently when compared to other nations, and the incarceration rate has 
increased over time. In the mid 1970’s the U.S. justice system incarcerated people at a rate of 
about 100 out of every 100,000. The total prison population at that time was about 300,000. By 
the early 1990’s the rate of incarceration per 100,000 people increased to roughly 250 and the 
total inmate population climbed to almost one million. In 2015, the U.S. justice system 
incarcerated nearly 666 people out of every 100,000 (International Centre for Prison Studies, 
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2016). The cost of operating prisons to house inmates is an estimated $43 billion per year (The 
Vera Institute of Justice, 2015).  
The breadth and depth of data related to state prison budgets and populations vary from 
state to state. Various regulations imposed at the Federal level or by state governments, as well 
as differing data collection methods, make it difficult to estimate precisely how much money is 
being spent per inmate in each state. Nevertheless, the data currently available do raise some 
specific concerns for the state of Rhode Island. In 2015, the cost to taxpayers in Rhode Island to 
incarcerate one person for one year was roughly $59,000, which is among the most expensive in 
the entire country (The Vera Institute of Justice, 2015). Additionally, Rhode Island has the 
second highest rate in the nation, of people under community supervision, with nearly 2,800 out 
of every 100,000 people being on probation or parole (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2015). 
Moreover, of those released to community supervision in Rhode Island, 90% are released to 
probation. Only 9% of released inmates in Rhode Island are released to parole or home 
confinement (Rhode Island Department of Corrections, 2017). Finally, Rhode Island is of 
particular interest as it continues to struggle with unemployment. Despite moderate reductions in 
unemployment over the past few years, Rhode Island still has an unemployment rate higher than 
thirty-four other states in the U.S. (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2018).  
Rhode Island has a high proportion of people under the purview of the Department of 
Corrections who are on active probation. The current RIDOC Population Report (2017) indicates 
that there are 26,039 people in the custody of the Rhode Island Department of Corrections 
(RIDOC). Of these 26,039, only 2,958 are incarcerated with the other 23,081 living in the 
community and under the supervision of the RIDOC. The 23,081 who are not incarcerated are 
either on probation, parole or home confinement. Of these three groups, it is probationers who 
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represent the vast majority (probationers represent 22,367 or 96.9% of people living in the 
community under the supervision of the RIDOC). Parolees and people on home confinement are 
only 2.3% and .7%, respectively, of the non-incarcerated population. The 22,367 probationers 
are classified into three groups: active supervision, low supervision, or unsupervised. There are 
roughly 8,400 probationers on active supervision, which is initially required upon release and 
carries with it the most stipulations (such as regular visits to the probation office, mandated drug 
treatment, and mandated mental health counseling) . A probationer can graduate to low 
supervision or unsupervised status by proving to their probation officer that they do not need 
active supervision. That means the 8,400 people on active supervision represent the Rhode 
Islanders who are either recently released from prison, recently were moved from a lower level 
of supervision back to the active level as a result of some infraction, or were sentence to 
probation exclusively, without ever having gone to prison. Rhode Island’s high cost of 
incarceration, high percentage of people under community supervision that impose strict 
stipulations of release, continuously high unemployment, and high proportion of people under 
Department of Correction control on probation, make it an environment worthy of investigation. 
Given the cost of incarceration, many states are investigating ways of shortening 
sentences and expediting releases (Rhode Island Department of Corrections, 2015; Delgado, 
2012). For instance, Wisconsin’s Earned Release Program allows inmates convicted of non-
violent crimes to be released early if they complete a substance abuse treatment program during 
incarceration (Knapp, 2013). California’s Proposition 57 is another example of steps taken to 
reduce the amount of time inmates spend in prison. Proposition 57 allows California inmates to 
reduce their sentences by sustaining good behavior in prison and active participation in activities 
in programs within the prison (California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation, 2017). 
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An effort to shorten sentences at the federal level is seen with the U.S. Government’s change in 
drug sentencing laws, which led to the largest mass-early release of 6,000 inmates in 2015 
(Horwitz, 2015).  
Rhode Island is among the states exploring ways to reduce costs. The state has adjusted 
its rules related to “good time.” In the past, inmates received a 10-day reduction in their sentence 
for every month incarcerated without a behavioral incident or infraction. But in 2008 the state 
changed this to a 15-day reduction per month. The rationale for this change was to decrease costs 
and respond to a federal court order, made over a decade earlier, mandating the RIDOC to lower 
overcrowding (Beale, 2011). However, historical rates predict that many of these individuals will 
return, with 49% being re-incarcerated within their first three years post-release (RIDOC, 2015).  
One of the best ways to decrease recidivism is to implement policies that increase the 
likelihood of successful employment among the formerly incarcerated. Research indicates that 
former prisoners who are employed are less likely to recidivate than former prisoners who are 
unemployed (Delgado, 2012; Petersilia, 2009). Results from a longitudinal study of 740 people 
who had been in prison in three states (Illinois, Ohio, and Texas) suggest that wages earned 
through employment predict a decrease in recidivism rates. The results of the study show that the 
recidivism rate is 8% for people who had been in prison earning an average of at least $10 per 
hour, 12% for those earning an average of $7 per hour, 16% for those earning less than an 
average of $7 per hour, and 23% for those unemployed (Visher, Debus-Sherill, and Yahner, 
2008). However, such correlations are not necessarily evidence of a causal relationship between 
hourly wage and recidivism; other factors, such as mental health or substance abuse struggles 
could be influencing both wages and likelihood of re-incarceration.  
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The majority of the 22,367 probationers in Rhode Island have at least one mandated 
condition of their release. Some examples of mandated stipulations are court appearances to pay 
restitution, child support, and/or arrearages (debt on unpaid fines), meetings with probation 
officers, substance us treatment, mental health counseling, and participation in specialized 
classes (such as domestic violence or anger management classes). Failure to adhere to these 
condition(s) could result in a probation violation and a return to prison. These stipulations and 
the threat of violating them may be impacting former prisoners’ ability to obtain and maintain 
employment. This research explores the potential impact these probation? stipulations have on 
former prisoners’ ability to obtain and maintain employment. Additionally, the research explores 
how existing factors such as support from family and friends, access to transportation, age, 
probation officer support, mental health challenges, and substance abuse predict employability 
and employment outcomes. 
Purpose 
 
The study has four aims: 1. To explore the relationship between factors that are  
probation stipulations of inmates’ release and their employment outcomes; 2. To explore the 
relationship between factors that are stipulations of inmates’ release and their feelings of 
employability; 3. To explore whether other external factors such as access to transportation, 
income, mental health and substance abuse, and connections to family, friends and the probation 
officer mediate the role of stipulations on employment; and 4.) To better inform policies that 
impact the lives of people on probation. People who have been in prison are disproportionately 
composed of people of color and low-income people (Alexander, 2012). Therefore, they are not 
only historically oppressed, but also current targets of systematic forms of oppression. Social 
workers are professionally obligated to work with, advocate for, and conduct research on behalf 
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of such populations and disseminate findings in order to inform policy (National Association of 
Social Workers, 2017, Preamble, ethical standard 6.04(b)). 
Chapter 2: Literature Review and Theory 
Employment and Successful Reentry 
 
In general, unemployment brings significant dangers to individuals (Schmitz, 2011) and 
communities (Kuhn, Lalive, Rafael, & Zweimüller, 2009). Unemployment among the formerly 
incarcerated carries the additional risk of an increased chance of recidivism. There are many 
reasons why people do not return to prison, with the leading reason being that people simply get 
older (Laub & Sampson, 2003). Maturation, more than any intervention, reduces recidivism. 
However, studies that control for the age of the individual, have determined employment 
continues to be the largest contributor to a reduction in recidivism (Laub & Sampson, 2003).  
 Employment must be a central focus of prisoner reentry efforts in order to produce 
improvements for individuals, families, and communities impacted by incarceration (Solomon, 
Johnson, Travis, & McBride, 2004). Leading scholars in the field of prisoner reentry, Joan 
Petersilia (2009) and Melvin Delgado (2012), have both highlighted employment as the most 
important factor when it comes to successfully reintegrating inmates back to the community. 
Visher, Debus-Sherill, and Yahner (2008, 2011) have examined the connection between 
employment and successful reentry by exploring the experiences of people who have been in 
prison in multiple states longitudinally. Results suggest that connecting inmates to employers 
prior to their actual release will improve their chances of staying out of prison. Duwe (2015) 
examined recidivism and employment outcomes among 464 offenders in Minnesota enrolled in a 
prisoner reentry program that focused on increasing employment opportunities. Results of the 
study suggest that participation in the program reduced the likelihood of recidivism. 
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Not all research, however, suggests that recidivism is reduced as a result of employment. 
Tripodi, Kim, and Bender (2010) explore employment among parolees in Texas. The researchers 
investigated whether employment decreased the odds of recidivism and whether employment 
delays recidivism. The results of the study suggest that obtaining employment does not 
significantly decrease the likelihood of recidivism. It does, however, significantly increase the 
amount of time before re-incarceration. That said, in the limitations section of the study, the 
researchers highlight a lack of statistical power (n = 250, parolees in Texas = approximately 
55,000). They write, “Small sample size may have contributed to the nonsignificant relationship 
between employment and odds of incarceration” (p.718). 
Release Stipulations and Employment Outcomes 
 
There is limited literature on the impact of release stipulations on employment outcomes 
and employability. Only two studies were identified that analyze the impact. One of these studies 
examines the perceived employability of people on probation in Australia. Results of the study 
indicate that people on probation see themselves as only slightly more employable than people 
with intellectual and psychiatric disabilities. People on probation also see themselves as lacking 
the skills and traits needed to be employable (Graffam, Shinkfield, and Hardcastle, 2008). 
Labeling Theory, described in detail below, suggests that such perceptions may be the result of 
internalizing society’s assumptions about criminals (such as being deviant or untrustworthy) 
(Lemert, 1951; Becker, 1963).  
The second study, conducted by Petersilia and Turner (1991), suggests that there is a 
positive relationship between enhanced release stipulations and employment. The researchers in 
this study looked at people on probation receiving intense and non-intense supervision. Those 
who received intense supervision also were more likely to receive employment. However, the 
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difference between the number of people with non-intense supervision and people with intense 
supervision who received employment was minor (43%, and “slightly more than half”, 
respectively). Also, the gap between those who did obtain employment and those who did not 
was quite different based on geographic location (difference of almost 20 percentage points in 
Seattle, but less than five in Des Moines, IA). An additional limitation of this study is that 
employment is defined as anything research participants were employed to do during an entire 
year. This does not take into account the length of time on a job, hours worked per week, or 
wages, as the present study does. Finally, this research was conducted twenty-five years ago and, 
due to constant shifting of the employment market and prison populations, a newer study is 
warranted.  
Uggen and Stewart (2015) highlight the dearth of research on the impact of the release 
stipulations imposed on people on probation living in the community. As they point out, 
employment is one of the specific challenges facing people on probation. Yet, despite the 
explosion in prison population, and the resulting increase in research on incarceration, there has 
been relatively little research done on probationers who are trying to find and keep jobs. These 
authors also highlight various efforts that focused on easing restrictions for people on probation 
(such as the REDEEM act, which aims to ease the process of expunging one’s criminal record 
and to make social welfare programs like the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program more 
accessible to people on probation). Citing Laub and Sampson (2003), the researchers claim that 
such efforts are pursued due to the “clear evidence” (p.1873) that the odds of recidivism will 
decrease. Thus, it is imperative to analyze how the collateral consequences of incarceration are 
effecting recidivism. 
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Employability 
 
Largely ignored by researchers is the possible connection between former prisoners’ 
perception of employability and the stipulations of release.  In addition, the connection between 
the stipulations of release and the impact they had on employment such as wages, length of time 
on the job and amount and frequency of pay raises has been under-investigated. This is 
unfortunate, as many researchers suggest that feeling employable plays a major role in securing 
employment. Green (2011) uses nationally representative panel data from Australia’s general 
population to show that an increased feeling of employability decreases roughly 75% of the 
negative effects of unemployment. Green suggests that feeling employable combats the “misery 
multiplier” (p.265) that magnifies struggles faced during periods of unemployment. Herr, 
Cramer, and Niles (2004) suggest that perceptions of one’s employability are heavily influenced 
by having a job in the first place, while Artess, Hooley, & Mellors-Bourne (2016) suggest that 
feeling employable is a catalyst for getting a job. Though the direction of the causal relationship 
is ambiguous, it seems that quality of employment and perceptions of employability are linked. 
In testing the validity and reliability of a perceived employability scale, Daniels, 
D'Andrea, and Gaughen, (1998) show that an individual’s perception of their employment 
prospects impact their ability to both find and maintain a job. Their perceptions are positively 
correlated with actual employment outcomes. Similar suggestions are supported by the research 
of Qenani, MacDougall, and Sexton (2014), who suggest that self-perceptions of one’s 
employability impact expectations of employment. Though the sample for this study included 
undergraduate psychology students, their study does support the claims that perceived 
employability impacts employment expectations and that formal institutions, such as schools, 
can foster and boost feelings of employability. Most of these studies have investigated the 
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perception of employability on general populations or student populations; this has not yet been 
investigated for the formally incarcerated population. Additional, these studies seem to measure 
the personal construction of perceptions of employability without also measuring how the 
environment contributes to those personal constructions. It is possible that environmental factors, 
such as the race-based discrimination experienced in the community, have a significant influence 
on a person’s perceptions of employability.  
Context 
 
There are a number of potential moderating and mediating variables in a study that 
explores possible causal links between stipulations of release and employability and 
employment. Social science literature suggests that a variety of factors impact employability and 
employment, whether the individual is a person on probation or not. Key factors that could be 
influencing the stipulations of probation, employment outcomes, or the relationship between the 
two, are described below.  
Race.  
 
 Relevant literature suggests that a person’s racial identity has a significant influence on 
the sentence they receive when found guilty of criminal activity. Given that probation 
stipulations are determined by people who hold power in the criminal justice system, it is 
necessary to consider the possibility that people on probation who are people of color may be 
mandated to more intense or frequent probation stipulations than people of European-descent. 
Literature that suggests the existence of such disparities include the New York State Division of 
Criminal Justice Services study of all adults convicted of felonies from 1990-1992. The study 
concluded that one third of people of color would have received a shorter sentence if they had 
been white. The study indicated that if probation eligible African-descent people had received 
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probation as frequently as European-descent people, there would be 8,000 less African-descent 
people who went to prison during that two-year period, which represented 5% of the overall 
prison population in New York at the time (Office of Justice Systems Analysis, 1995). Another 
study reported similar findings, this time specific to drug charges. African-descent men were 
likely to be incarcerated 52% of the time when facing a drug charge, while European-descent 
men facing the same charge were sent to prison 34% of the time. The difference was similar for 
women, where 41% of African-descent women went to prison, compared to only 24% of 
European-descent women convicted of the same crime (Henderson, 2000). 
Prison demographics from 1999-2005 indicated that people of African descent were three 
times more likely to be in prison than Latinx-descent people and five times more likely than 
European-descent people. Such disparities lead to the alarming statistic that came to light at the 
turn of the 21st century: People of African descent made up 12% of the U.S. general population, 
but 50% of its prison population (Coker, 2003). Tendencies of African-descent people to take 
plea bargains instead of going to trial could be impacting these percentages.  
The most severe of penalties issued by the court system is the death penalty. This 
sentence follows the previously mentioned trends, of disproportionately impacting people of 
African-descent and people of Latinx-descent as opposed to people of European-descent. A 
survey conducted by the Department of Justice showed that between the years of 1988 and 2000 
there were 682 defendants charged with death-eligible crimes. Of those 682, 48% of the 
defendants were African-descent, 29% were Latinx-descent and 20% were European-descent 
(Reamer 2005; Coker, 2003).  
Just as race-based implicit bias impacts a person’s experience in the criminal justice 
system, it also impacts their experiences in the labor market. Various studies have highlighted 
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the racial disparities that exist when it comes to employment outcomes. An analysis of 
population data by Pager and Shepherd (2008) reveals that African-descent people are twice as 
likely to be unemployed than European-descent people. One reason for this disparity in 
unemployment is the discrimination African-descent people face when applying for jobs. 
Bertrand and Mullainathan S (2004) posit that simply having a name that suggests to an 
employer that you are African-descent is enough to have your application for employment 
rejected. They arrived at this conclusion after sending identical resumes to employers with the 
only difference being the name of the applicant. Results suggest that applicants named Emily and 
Greg were more likely to be hired than applicants named Jamal and Lakisha. Similar 
discrimination was highlighted by Tomaskovic-Devey, Thomas, and Johnson (2005). There 
work concluded the African-descent men spend more time trying to obtain employment, yet 
ultimately gain less work experience and less work stability. Additionally, once employed, 
wages of both African-descent and Latinx-descent people will be less than European-descent 
people (Pager & Shepherd, 2008). 
Type of criminal conviction. 
 
 The nature of a person’s criminal conviction has been shown to have an influence on the 
employment of people on probation. Research suggests that people convicted of a drug offense 
or a traffic offense are more likely to be hired than those convicted of a violent crime (Giguere & 
Dundes, 2002; Atkin & Armstrong, 2011). Research by Holzer, Raphael and Stoll (2003) reveals 
the intensity of the aversion that employers have to hiring people on probation who have a 
violent charge. Results of their study show that 90% of employers disclosed that they would not 
hire someone convicted of a violent offense. Additional aversion to hiring people convicted of 
sexual offenses is also documented (Albright & Denq, 1996). Such research makes it imperative 
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to inquire about the criminal history of participants in this study. Ultimately, probationers may be 
experiencing worse employment outcomes because of the nature of their criminal record, not 
because of any disruption caused by their probation stipulations. 
Support from friends, romantic partners, and people you live with. 
 
Social networks play a key role in both a person’s confidence about whether they are 
employable and their actual employment outcomes. The role of family members and their 
support are critical to psychological wellbeing (Huffman, Culbertson, Wayment & Irving, 2015). 
The support of family and friends also helps to enhance the self-esteem of those unemployed 
(Maddy, Cannon, & Lichtenberger, 2015). Family supports, especially economic ones, are 
critical for blue-collar workers when trying to rejoin the workforce (Sales 1995). Evidence 
suggests that the role of social networks is not only a key variable when it comes to finding a job, 
but that those social networks function differently and achieve different results depending on 
whether the members are of African-descent or European-descent. More specifically, being a 
member of predominately African-descent social network makes escaping unemployment and 
poverty more difficult than being a member of a predominately European-descent social network 
(Zenou, 2011). In addition, social networks are critical to obtaining a job, as a person’s 
likelihood of doing so is greatly improved if they have a personal friend who works at that job 
(Sterling, 2014).  
All of this literature suggests that the experience of finding, getting, and sustaining a job 
is greatly impacted by the relationships that we have. People on probation are no exception, as 
they have been shown to have more success with community reintegration, including finding and 
keeping a job, when they have a constellation of social supports around them (Walker, 2010). 
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Access to transportation. 
 
Access to transportation, particularly public transportation, impacts a person’s ability to 
both find and maintain employment (Fletcher, Garasky, & Jensen 2003, 2010). As such, it is 
critical that both access to transportation and type of transportation that is accessible were 
considered when conducting the this study. For example, some people on probation who are 
working may only need to leave the jobsite for two hours in order to drive themselves to a court 
appearance and back. Others may need to take multiple buses, waiting at various stops, forfeiting 
an entire day at the jobsite. Such disparities in the ease of meeting stipulations could impact 
employment outcomes, such as whether or not an employer retains the person on probation, 
gives them a raise, or adjusts the number of hours they work each week. Barriers to reliable 
transportation exist across a variety of settings, as both urban and rural residents struggle to get 
to work (Fletcher, Garasky, Jensen, and Nielsen, 2010; Angel and Blei, 2016).  
Mental health and substance abuse. 
 
There are a disproportionate number of people with mental illness in prison and probation 
populations than there are in the overall US population (James and Glaze, 2006; Skeem and 
Louden, 2006; Steadman, Osher, Robbins, Case, and Samuels, 2009). According to the most 
recent comprehensive assessment of the prevalence of mental illness among inmates, 64% of 
local jail inmates, 56% of state prisoners, and 45% of federal prisoners have symptoms of serious 
mental illness. (James and Glaze, 2006). Additionally, nearly 50% of inmates in the US have a 
substance abuse disorder (Chandler et al. 2009; Mumola and Karberg 2006; Peters, Greenbaum, 
Edens, Carter, and Ortiz, 1998). Studies have demonstrated that the presence of mental illness, 
substance abuse, or both, is a barrier to obtaining and maintaining employment (Atkinson, Lee, 
Dayton-Shotts, and French, 2001; Stromwell, 2001; Pilkinton, 2010; Harris, Matthews, Penrose-
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Wall, Alam, and Jaworski, 2014; Poremski, Whitley, and Latimer, 2014; Shan, 2015). Not only 
could mental health/substance abuse impact a person on probation’s perception of employability 
and employment outcomes, they also impact the types of mandates issued. For example, inmates 
with histories of mental illness and/or substance abuse are typically mandated to go to treatment 
once released from prison.  
Probation officer support. 
 
One variable that researchers have explored only minimally is the impact actions of the 
probation officers themselves have on probationers’ perceptions of employability and 
employment outcomes. Probation officers have the option to schedule meetings with 
probationers at various times throughout the week. Therefore, it is possible that a probationer 
with a probation officer who is more flexible in scheduling meetings (e.g., scheduling a check in 
when the person is not supposed to be at work), will have a better perception of their 
employability. Moreover, people on probation who are employed and on the caseload of more 
flexible probation officers may have better employment outcomes. Studies of probation officer 
and probationer relationships are often related to recidivism (Deming, 1974; Skeem, Louden, 
Polaschek, & Camp, 2007; Smith, Applegate, Sitren, and Springer, 2009; Whetzel and 
Lowenkamp, 2011), One study suggests that probationers with probation officers that are 
respectful and personable are more likely to complete mandated psychiatric treatment than 
probationers with more authoritarian probation officers (Skeem, Encandela, and Louden, 2003). 
Research also suggests that probationers view probation officers as potential supports (Bui & 
Morash, 2010; Cobbina, 2010; and Skeem, Louden, Manchak, Vidal & Haddad, 2009). These 
studies, however, focused only on female offenders. 
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Gender. 
 
 Any measure of employment outcomes in the United States must consider the influence 
of gender disparities. A 2015 report from the Bureau of Labor Statistics highlights the following: 
That women earn an average of 82% of the median wages that men earn per week. Earlier 
reports (2011) from the Bureau of Labor Statistics suggest similar gender differences, with 
women regaining employment at a slower pace than men after the 2008 recession despite having 
attained higher levels of education). Given these realities, it is essential to collect information 
about participant’s gender in this study of employment outcomes.  
Education. 
 
 Highest level of education attained has long been a predictor of employment outcomes in 
the United States. Recent data collected by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (2015) highlight the 
differences in pay for various educational levels. Median wages earned per week increase, 
regardless of gender or racial identity, at every education level that data were collected (less than 
high school diploma, high school graduate- no college, some college or associates degree, 
bachelor’s degree only, bachelor’s degree and higher, and advanced degree). The highest level of 
education (advanced degree) earned 300% more per week than the lowest level of education (less 
than a high school diploma). This same report reinforces previously mentioned mediating 
variables of race and gender. Within each category of education, women consistently earn less 
per week than men and African-descent people consistently earn less than Latinx-descent people, 
who earn consistently less than European-descent people.  
Additional demographics. 
 
In their longitudinal study of people on probation, Visher, Debus-Sherill, and Yahner 
(2011) posed a variety of questions related to potential mediating demographics. These items 
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helped them to gather information on physical health, length of time since release from prison, 
and city/town of residence. Demographic items about these issues were included in the survey 
for this research so that they can later be controlled for.  
Theoretical Framework 
 
Labeling theory provides a way to explore the impact of the various thoughts, actions and 
behaviors associated with people who are pursuing and maintaining employment. Labeling 
theory is used to explain how an individual’s identity and behavior are influenced by the terms 
society uses to describe and understand them. The community assumes that a group behaves in a 
deviant manner, which, in turn leads, the group to internalize the label and behave in a deviant 
manner (Lemert, 1951, 1972).  
The foundation of labeling theory was laid by George Herbert Mead (1934) who suggests 
that behaviors are driven by individual beliefs about self and those beliefs about self are a 
reflection of other’s beliefs about them. Lemert (1951, 1972) posits that deviant acts are social 
acts and, once labeled as deviant, people internalize the role of a deviant and it becomes a 
component of identity. Lemert further points out that everyone commits deviant acts, but not 
everyone is labeled as deviant. However, once a person is labeled as deviant and the 
characteristics of a deviant become part of that person’s identity, then they may use the label of 
deviance as a defense mechanism and as a justification for action. Additionally, the label may be 
used as a self-fulfilling prophecy, where behavior reflects beliefs. 
Labeling theory is focused on three specific components. The first focus is on what 
Becker (1963) described as secondary deviance. Secondary deviance is a result of the public 
having awareness of the primary deviance (the act which was a violation of social norms). The 
second component is how the label of deviant alters self-concept. The alterations, as labeling 
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theory suggests, disrupt positive self-images. The third component of labeling theory examines 
how opportunities in life are minimized as a result of labeling.  
Lemert (1951) outlines seven characteristics that are labeled as deviant, three of which 
are often applied to people on probation: engaging in criminal activity, being a chronic alcoholic 
(which is extended to drug addiction in general in this study), and having a “mental disorder.” 
The role of labeling theory in this research is that the stipulations of release, mandating people 
return to court and the probation office (reinforcing the criminal stigma), mandating that they go 
to drug treatment (reinforcing the alcohol/drug abuser stigma), and mandating that they go to 
mental health treatment or counseling (reinforcing the mentally ill stigma), are facilitating 
internalization of deviance. This researcher is not suggesting that the stipulations are 
unnecessary. Many stipulations, specifically those related to treatment of drug/alcohol abuse and 
mental illness, are critical to the health and wellness of the person on probation and of the 
community (Chandler et al. 2009, James and Glaze, 2006; Mumola and Karberg 2006; Peters et 
al., 1998; Skeem and Louden, 2006; Steadman et al., 2009). Nevertheless, considering the 
critical role employment plays in the life of a person on probation, social scientists would be 
remiss if they did not explore how these stipulations potentially impact probationers’ ability to 
find and keep a job.  
Bernburg and Krohn (2003) provide empirical support for the connection between the 
first of Lemert’s three labels that apply to people on probation and the impact they have on 
structural disadvantage. They test the assumption that being labeled deviant increases 
involvement in subsequent deviance. The sample of this study (n = 529) was randomly generated 
and includes both participants with and without a history of criminal activity. The participants 
were all male and were interviewed over a period of nine years (from age 13 to 22). Their 
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findings show that youth involvement in disciplinary actions, such as suspension or expulsion 
from school, and juvenile justice systems increases criminal activity in early adulthood. While 
the population studied is adolescents and young adults in the juvenile justice system, in general, 
the study shows support for the assumption that labels of deviance can create future deviance. A 
limitation of this study was that it did not control for mental illnesses that may have been present 
within the sample. 
  Davies and Tanner (2003) go one step beyond the work of Bernburg and Krohn (2003), 
looking not just at labels and future deviance, but labels and labor market success. The authors 
use the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth (NLSY79), based on a large and nationally 
representative sample, to assess the impact of punishment for deviant acts during the ages of 15-
23 on employment during the ages of 29-37. One conclusion of their study is that incarceration 
has one of the strongest negative effects on employment. Ultimately, they posit that labeling an 
individual as an offender or ex-prisoner could be reducing employment chances.  
Wright, Henderson, Thornicroft, Sharac, and McCrone (2015) test the second of the three 
labels, mental illness. The purpose of their study was to create an instrument to measure the 
impact of stigma and subsequent discrimination on a variety of experiences, including 
employment. One conclusion of the study is that people with mental health issues experience 
negative impacts on employment. They conclude that while severity of mental health problems 
contributes to lack of employment among people with mental health problems, stigma and 
discrimination do as well.  
Shivy, Wu, Moon, Mann, Holland, Eacho, and Mallinckrodt (2007) tested the final label, 
substance abuse.  This study highlights the prevalence of substance abuse among people on 
probation. The researchers used qualitative research methods to analyze data from two focus 
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groups of nonviolent felony offenders. Of the 11 domains attendees highlighted, one was the 
challenges faced when searching for and maintaining employment. The results also show that 
substance abuse issues played an important role in ex-offenders' employment pursuits and that 
those experiences were impacted by the stigma of incarceration.  
Stereotype Threat (Steele, 2010; Steele, Aronson, & Kruglanski, 1995) contributes a helpful 
perspective to Labeling Theory. Stereotype Threat occurs when people fear that their behavior 
will confirm existing negative stereotypes that exist about a group to which they belong. The 
anxiety produced by this fear causes their performance on a given measure to diminish and not 
truly reflect their abilities. The poor performance confirms the stereotype for observers who 
already believe in it. Furthermore, in bringing down the overall performance of the entire group, 
the poor performance further stigmatizes said group. Evidence of Stereotype Threat is submitted 
by Steele, Aronson, and Kruglanski (1995). Their study administered a 30-minute test, taken 
from the Graduate Records Examination (GRE), to African-descent and European-descent 
college students. The participants were broken into two groups. The first group was informed 
that test was an assessment of their intellectual abilities. The second group was informed that the 
test was simply a problem solving task that had nothing to do with a participant’s intellectual 
abilities or skills. African-descent students in the first group, believing the test was a measure of 
their intellectual abilities, scored lower than their European-descent counterparts. African-
descent students in the second group, believing the test was in no way a measure of their 
intellectual abilities, performed just as well as their European-descent counterparts. These 
findings suggest that African-descent students perform worse if a test is believed to be a measure 
of their intellectual ability than they would if that same test was not believed to be a measure 
their intellectual ability. When the test is believed to be a measure of intellectual ability, students 
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become aware of their racial identity, thus activating internalized fears about the stigmatized 
group to which they belong.   
In light of this body of research, this study explores what impact the stipulations of 
release for former prisoners on active probation in Rhode Island have on self-perceived 
employability and employment outcomes. This study explores how other external factors such as 
connection to the family, availability of supportive friends, access to transportation, income, and 
mental health and substance abuse mediate the role of stipulations on employment. 
Research Question and Hypotheses  
 
Below are the 15 research questions posed in this study, each with their corresponding 
hypothesis. The term employment outcomes takes on two different meanings in these questions 
and hypotheses. For unemployed people on probation, employment outcomes refers to the 
number of job interviews they have had since their release from prison and the number of job 
offers they have had since their release from prison. For employed people on probation, 
employment outcomes refer to their overall job quality. Neither length of time at a job, the rate 
of pay, nor the number of hours worked per week gave a clear depiction of the quality of a 
participant’s job. Some survey participants had jobs that paid them at the highest reportable level 
(More than $20 per hour), but also employed them for less than 10 hours per week. Therefore, a 
composite variable was created to better measure any one participant’s overall job quality. This 
variable, named Overall Job Quality, is the product of the months a participant has been at a job, 
multiplied by their pay per hour, multiplied by their hours worked per week.  
Question 1- How do stipulations of release affect employed probationers’ overall job 
quality? 
Hypothesis 1- Employed probationers with fewer stipulations will have better 
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overall job quality outcomes than probationers with more stipulations. 
Question 2- How do stipulations of release affect the number of job interviews and offers 
that unemployed probationers have? 
Hypothesis 2- Unemployed probationers with fewer stipulations will have more 
job interviews and more job offers than unemployed probationers with more stipulations. 
Question 3- How do stipulations of release affect the probationers’ perceptions of 
employability?  
Hypothesis 3- Probationers with fewer stipulations will perceive themselves as 
more employable than probationers with more stipulations. 
Question 4- Which stipulation of release affects the overall job quality of employed 
probationers the most? 
Hypothesis 4- An employed probationer’s overall job quality will be impacted by 
frequency of court appearances the most. 
Question 5- Which stipulation of release affects the number of job interviews and job 
offers of unemployed probationers the most? 
Hypothesis 5- An unemployed probationer’s number of job interviews and job 
offers will be impacted by frequency of court appearances the most. 
Question 6- Which stipulation of release affects the perceptions of employability of 
probationers the most? 
Hypothesis 6- A probationer’s perceptions of employability will be impacted by 
frequency of court appearances the most. 
Question 7- How does probation officer support affect the overall job quality of 
employed probationers? 
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Hypothesis 7- Probationers with more supportive probation officers will have 
better overall job quality than probationers with less supportive probation officers. 
Question 8- How does probation officer support affect the number of job interviews and 
job offers of unemployed probationers? 
Hypothesis 8- Probationers with more supportive probation officers will have 
more job interviews and job offers than probationers with less supportive 
probation officers. 
Question 9- How does probation officer support affect the perceptions of employability 
of probationers? 
Hypothesis 9- Probationers with more supportive probation officers will perceive 
themselves as more employable than probationers with less supportive probation 
officers. 
Question 10- How do the mediating factors of support from friends/partner or owning a 
car temper the affects of release stipulations on the overall job quality of employed 
probationers? 
Hypothesis 10- Probationers with either more support from their friends/partner, 
access to their own car as a primary mode of transportation, or a combination of 
the two will have better overall job quality than probationers with less support 
from their friends/partner or no access to their own car as a primary mode of 
transportation.  
Question 11- How do the mediating factors of support from friends/partner and owning a 
car temper the affects of release stipulations on the number of job interviews and job 
offers of unemployed probationers? 
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Hypothesis 11- Probationers with either more support from their friends/partner, 
access to their own car as a primary mode of transportation, or a combination of 
the two will have more job interviews and job offers than probationers with less 
support from their  
Question 12- How do the mediating factors of recent mental health disruption and recent  
drug use temper the effects of release stipulations on the overall job quality of employed  
probationers? 
Hypothesis 12- The presence of current mental health disruption, current 
substance use, or both will not temper the effects release stipulations have on the 
overall job quality of probationers. 
 Question 13- How do the mediating factors of recent mental health disruption and recent  
drug use temper the effects of release stipulations on the number of job interviews and  
job offers of unemployed probationers? 
Hypothesis 13- The presence of current mental health disruption, current 
substance use, or both will not temper the effects release stipulations have on the 
number of job interviews and job offers of unemployed probationers. 
Question 14- How do the mediating factors of support from friends/partner, and owning a 
car temper the effects of release stipulations on the perceptions of employability of 
probationers?  
Hypothesis 14- Probationers with either more support from their friends/partner, 
access to their own car as a primary mode of transportation, or a combination of 
the two will perceive themselves as more employable than probationers with less 
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support from their friends/partner or no access to their own car as a primary mode 
of transportation.  
Question 15- How do the mediating factors of recent mental health disruption and recent 
drug use temper the effects of release stipulations on the perceptions of employability of 
probationers?  
Hypothesis 15- The presence of current mental health disruption, current 
substance use, or both will not temper the effects release stipulations have on 
perceptions of employability. 
Chapter 3: Methodology 
Study Design and Rationale  
 
 The goal of this study is to explore any relationships that exist between release 
stipulations and employment outcomes and feelings of employability. The goal is not to suggest 
any causal relationships. It is therefore appropriate to use an exploratory research design that 
searches for existing correlations (Grinnell and Unrau, 2011). A quantitative methodology is 
employed in this study because of the practice experience of the researcher. In five years of 
working directly with people on probation and specifically in the role of helping them to obtain 
and maintain employment, the researcher has collected a critical mass of first-hand stories of 
how probation was influencing one’s employment, and the researcher is utilizing that knowledge 
while constructing and implementing this study. Therefore, while the goal of the study is still 
exploratory, it is expanding the scope of the exploration. By utilizing survey research, more 
members of the Rhode Island probation population were able to contribute their experiences.  
The data collection is cross-sectional, with surveys being administered to participants 
during one specific period in time (spring/summer of 2017). There are many potential mediating 
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factors that exist in the relationship between probation stipulations and employment outcomes 
and feelings of employability. A much larger sample would be needed to eliminate the impact of 
all these variables, however the scope of this research is to explore existing correlations. 
Ultimately, it is possible that the Rhode Island probation system is mandating stipulations that 
are increasing recidivism (Clear and Braga 1995; Erwin 1986; Land, McCall, and Williams 
1990; Lurigio and Petersilia 1992; Pearson 1988; Petersilia and Turner 1993; Turner, Petersilia, 
and Deschenes 1992), and disrupting employment, a variable that is overwhelmingly suggested 
to reduce recidivism. Using a cross-sectional survey research design and statistical analysis, this 
study explores the impacts that stipulations of release have on employment outcomes for those 
on active probation in Rhode Island. 
Sampling 
Population. 
 
The 8,400 probationers on active supervision in Rhode Island represent the total 
population for this study. This recently released population is the group with the highest 
likelihood of returning to prison. In 2010, 3,297 inmates were released from the RIDOC. Within 
three years, 49% of them would return to prison, and 54% of those who returned, be it for a new 
crime (roughly 80% of the recidivists) or a technical probation violation (roughly 20% of 
recidivists), did so in the first nine months (RIDOC, 2015). Stable employment, in a variety of 
studies, has been shown to act as a key element in reducing and delaying recidivism (Delgado, 
2012, Petersilia, 2009; Visher, Debus-Sherill, and Yahner, 2008). Thus, I am interested in the 
variables that impact those most likely to reoffend as they search for and maintain employment. I 
am specifically interested in how the release stipulations themselves are impacting the search for 
and maintenance of employment among these 8,400 released prisoners.  
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Sampling plan. 
 
The list of people who are on supervised probation is continuously changing. 
Probationers may complete their probation entirely, re-offend and go back to prison, or die. Any 
of these three would result in their ultimate removal from the probation population. The list of 
those specifically on unsupervised probation is even more fluid. In addition to supervised 
probationers finishing their probation entirely, going back to prison, and dying, they may also 
leave the population because they have graduated to low supervision or unsupervised statuses. 
Moreover, both the overall probation population and the supervised probation population are 
always adding new names to their lists, as people are released from prison every day.  
Therefore, while a list of who is on supervised probation status can be generated at any 
given time, it is highly unlikely that it would be accurate for more than 24 hours. Thus, the 
precise number of people on supervised probation in Rhode Island is unknown. Hence, non-
probability sampling, specifically purposive sampling methods are the best fit for this research. 
Purposive sampling is when elements are invited to be in the study based on their unique 
position, characteristics, and expertise. Grinnell and Unrau (2011) suggest that purposive 
sampling is appropriate when potential participants are “knowledgeable about the…situation or 
experience being studied, willing to talk and representative of the range of points of view” (p. 
237).  
Participants that are knowledgeable about the situation being studied and that represent a 
range of experiences can be found by going to institutions that probationers frequent. Three of 
these areas are waiting rooms of probation offices, probation forums, and a community not-for-
profit in Rhode Island that serves people on probation. Probation office waiting rooms are an 
obvious place to access the population as thousands of probationers go to them on a monthly 
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basis. Probationers report to the probation office they are assigned to at a specific date and time. 
Probation forums, however, are large probationer check-ins, where sometimes as many as 100 
probationers are asked to come to a facility at one time. Once at the facility, they sign in (which 
officially gives them credit for making it to their probation meeting) and attend a forum where 
various presenters address them. These forums are held regularly and at various probation offices 
throughout the state. For this study, the Rhode Island Department of Corrections granted access 
to both probation office waiting rooms as well as probationer forums. A community not-for-
profit that serves people on probation also granted the researcher access to probationers who go 
to their agency for services. All three locations provide access to a high concentration of current 
Rhode Island probationers. Surveys were given to participants who consented to be in the study. 
Surveys were given in closed envelopes, completed, re-inserted back into the closed envelopes 
and dropped into a box.  
 Probationers were not mandated or in any way required to participate in the study. This 
was made clear during the consent process prior to the survey being distributed. A waiver for 
signed consent was requested from the Institutional Review Board, as signed consent would have 
been the only link of their name to the data collected. All survey packets given to probationers 
contained a $5 gift card to Dunkin Donuts. Dunkin Donuts was chosen because it serves 
prepared foods and beverages and locations are ubiquitous throughout Rhode Island. A 
guaranteed incentive in this instance operates similar to a pre-paid incentive, in the sense that 
participants receives the benefit regardless of their level of participation. Participants were 
allowed to keep the incentive even if they never returned a survey. Such incentives increase the 
likelihood that a person will actually participate (Dillman, 2000). 
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 The goal of this study is to better inform policies that impact the lives of people on 
probation. People on probation are disproportionately composed of people of color and low-
income people (Alexander, 2012). Therefore, they are not only historically oppressed, but also 
currently targets of systematic forms of oppression. Social workers are professionally obligated 
to work with, advocate for, and conduct research on behalf of such populations (National 
Association of Social Workers, 2017, Preamble, ethical standard 6.04(b)).  
A number of researchers have used surveys as data collection tools with people who were 
incarcerated inmates (Graffam, Shinkfield, and Hardcastle, 2008; Bucklen, 2009; Fariello, 
Applegate, Smith, and Sitren, 2009; Shinkfield, and Graffam, 2009; Visher, Debus-Sherrill, and 
Yahner, 2011). A self-administered survey is an appropriate data collection method, since the 
study participants, people on probation, are accustomed to completing surveys. That said, the 
population also has significant struggles with literacy. As a result, the survey was written at a 
third grade reading level.  Many probationers complete a variety of surveys when they enter the 
prison and during their incarceration and, thus, are familiar with this data collection method. 
Additionally, it is assumed that this population has limited time to participate in more time-
intensive data collection methods. 
Sample size. 
 
A power analysis was conducted to calculate an adequate sample size for this study. 
Power analysis is the ability to find a statistically significant difference when the null hypothesis 
is in fact false, or the ability to find a difference when a real difference exists (Tabachnick and 
Fidell, 2007). To ensure an adequate sample size based on the most complex questions on the 
survey, a sample of at least 170 participants is needed. This number was calculated using 
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Tabachnick and Fidell’s (2007) formula of N ≥ 50 + 8m: where m is the maximum number of 
independent variables, which in this study is 15. Therefore, 170 ≥ 50 + (8*15).  
Conceptual Framework  
 
The conceptual framework (Appendix A) provides a visual representation of the various 
components of this study. To the far left are the theoretical underpinnings. Labeling theory—
specifically the labels of being criminal, mentally ill and substance abusing—is used to show 
how individual feelings of deviance are created or reinforced when stipulations of release are set.  
Independent variable- Stipulations of release. 
 
In Appendix A to the right of the square representing the theoretical foundation are the 
independent variables of this study: the stipulations of release themselves. The literature and 
anecdotal evidence from the author’s practice and consultation with experts in the field suggest 
that these domains are the areas within which people on active probation can be mandated to 
fulfill certain obligations. Failure to fulfill these obligations can result in a violation of probation 
and a return to prison. The first independent variable, court, captures the mandated court 
appearances people on probation frequently have. Second is probation as a condition of release, 
which includes mandated meetings with probation officer, be they scheduled far in advance or on 
the spot. The third and fourth independent variables are substance abuse and mental health 
treatment. Both of these variables refer to programs, classes, therapies, counseling sessions or 
other mandated services that people on probation must engage in to address substance abuse 
and/or mental health issues. The fifth independent variable is crime-specific probation 
stipulations. Crime-specific stipulations refer to certain appointments that probationers are 
mandated to attend as a result of the nature of their crime. For example, people convicted of a 
sexual offense often must attend sex offender treatment programs in the community upon their 
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release. Classes on anger management, domestic violence, and driver’s training are common 
crime-specific courses as well. This fifth independent variable does not include drug or mental 
health classes, those are included in the third and fourth independent variables. 
Moderating and mediating variables. 
 
At the very top of the concept map are the moderating variables. These variables include 
demographics that may affect both the independent variable and the dependent variable. There 
are two moderating variables in this study: Race and type of criminal convictions. These 
moderating variables were measured by questions in the demographics section of the survey. 
Occurring chronologically between the independent and dependent variables are the 
suggested mediating variables in this study. Mediating variables highlighted in the concept map 
are those existing factors that can impact an ex-offender’s ability to successfully comply with the 
stipulations of their release (either positively or negatively). These variables include: support 
from friends and romantic partners, current living situation, access to transportation, education, 
current mental health barriers, current struggles with substance abuse, support from probation 
officer, and gender. Questions about support from friends, romantic partners, and probation 
officers are measured using a Likert scale at the conclusion of the questions that measure 
feelings of employability. Questions about all other mediating variables are included in the 
demographic section of the survey.  
Dependent variables- Employment outcomes and employability. 
 
To the far right of the concept map are the dependent variables. There are two dependent 
variables, with the second being separated into two additional sub categories. The first dependent 
variable is perceived employability, which refers to the degree to which people on probation 
think of themselves as desired job candidates likely to be employed in the future. The second 
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dependent variable is employment outcomes, which is broken down into either pursuing a job or 
maintaining a job. Anecdotal experience of working with people on probation suggests that 
release stipulations create disruptions for those people on probation fortunate enough to get a 
job. These workers frequently have to request hours or entire days off in order to fulfill their 
obligations to the criminal justice system. Practice experience suggests that release stipulations 
not only make it difficult for people on probation to keep a job, they also make it difficult for 
unemployed people on probation to engage in the various tasks associated with searching for and 
obtaining a job (going to interviews, spending time filling out applications, searching through 
various resources for job leads, etc.).  
Instruments 
 
Probation stipulations. 
 
The survey utilized in this study has a total of 96 questions (Appendix B). These 
questions produce both categorical and continuous level data. The first portion of the survey 
includes items that measure the independent variable of probation stipulations. Questions about 
release stipulations focus on the frequency of the various stipulations. Participants are asked to 
identify how many times per month they attend specific stipulations. The language of these 
questions reflects the language used in the probation contracts that each inmate is given upon 
release. 
Employment outcomes and feelings of employability. 
 
Questions on current employment situation focus on either the pursuit or maintenance of 
employment. Unemployed participants answer questions related to the number/frequency of jobs 
applied for, interviewed for, and offered. The latter two variables are the principal dependent 
variables for unemployed participants. Employed participants answer questions about length of 
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time spent on the job, average hours worked in a typical week, wages earned, and whether they 
have ever received a raise at the job. Feelings of employability are measured by the self-
perceived employability scale. This scale includes 13 items. The 13 items come from five 
previous studies that examine perceived employability (Daniels, D'Andrea, and Kiaka, 1998; De 
Cuyper Mauno, Kinnunen, and Makikangas, 2010; Graffam, Shinkfield, and Hardcastle, 2008; 
Janssens, Maddy, Sels, and Van den Brande, 2003; and Rothwell and Arnold, 2007). These items 
have not been assessed for their reliability or validity. Participants answer these items by using a 
Likert-scale ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree. The Cronbach’s alpha of the scale 
when used in this study was .858, suggesting excellent internal consistency. 
Mediating and Moderating variables. 
 
A goal of this study is to better understand whether stipulations of release impact 
employment outcomes and perceptions of employability, regardless of any existing mental health 
and/or substance abuse issues. Therefore, it is imperative that established screening tools for 
mental health and substance abuse issues be used. Portions of the Addiction Severity Index (ASI) 
were used to measure these important extraneous variables (McLellan, Kushner, Metzger, Peters, 
Smith, Grissom, and Argeriou, 1992). The ASI is a tool designed to capture information about a 
variety of stressors a person may face. The full version of the ASI covers seven stressors. The 
survey utilized in this research has adapted the scales for substance abuse and psychiatric 
distress. The substance abuse portion of the ASI measures substance use within the past 30 days 
as well as throughout the lifetime. Similarly, the psychiatric distress portion measures a variety 
of psychological experiences occurring within the past 30 days and throughout the participant’s 
life. Each portion of the ASI that is used in this survey concludes with two additional questions. 
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The goal of these additional questions is to measure how much any existing substance abuse or 
psychiatric distress is disrupting the participant’s ability to get or keep a job.  
Moderating variables such as racial identity and type of criminal conviction were 
measured in the demographic section that concludes the survey. The mediating variables of 
living situation, access to transportation, education, and gender were also be measured in the 
demographic section of the survey. Remaining mediating variables (support of friends, romantic 
partner, and the probation officer) are measured in the section on feelings of employability. 
Questions about these potential mediating demographics are based on those used by Visher, 
Debus-Sherill, and Yahner (2011). Questions about probation officer support were adapted from 
Whetzel and Lowenkamp (2011). 
Many other factors could play a mediating role in the relationships being examined in this 
research. It is possible that those with more stipulations have them because they are higher risk 
and face bigger life challenges, which could affect their employment outcomes and perceptions 
of employability. One qualitative, open-ended question is used at the end of the survey in order 
to give participants an opportunity to describe what the relationships is between the stipulations 
of their probation and their employment outcomes.  
Data Collection 
 
 The survey instrument was pre-tested by six individuals prior to data collection. There 
were two goals of the pre-testing: 1.) To ensure the face and content validity of the study 
measures; and 2.) To assess the length of time required to complete the survey (less than 15 
minutes). The six pre-testers included five people who had been in prison, all of whom were on 
parole at the time of the pre-testing, and one individual who works for a prisoner re-entry 
program that helps people on probation transition back to the community. This individual is 
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considered an expert in the field. The five parolees were chosen for pre-testing for two reasons: 
1.) They were not on probation and therefore would not be eligible to take the survey once data 
collection began and 2.) They all had been on probation at some point in their lives and were 
therefore knowledgeable of the experience. All six pre-testers took the survey as they would if it 
was an actual data collection session. The parolees were asked to answer the questions as they 
applied to their current situation (they have many mandated stipulations as a result of being on 
parole) and the person not on probation was asked to fill out the survey as if he were. After the 
six pre-testers completed the survey, a focus group was held where changes were suggested. 
Changes included providing a definition for term used in one of the survey items as well as 
formatting adjustments. 
 Data were collected between March and July 2017. Initial data were collected at 
probation forums held in Providence. Probation forums are large group check-ins where as many 
as sixty probationers attend. At the forums, probationers are introduced to guest speakers who 
discuss a variety of support services and programs for which they may be eligible. It was at the 
end of these forums that probationers were invited to take part in the survey. Data were collected 
at two different forums. The first forum was for probationers who report to the Providence 
probation office. This forum was held at the Providence Public Safety Complex. The second 
forum was for probationers who report to the Cranston probation office. This forum was held in 
one of the administrative buildings on the grounds of the Adult Correctional Institution (ACI). 
Data were also collected at a community not-for-profit that exclusively serves people on 
probation as they work to reenter society and establish their lives post-release. At the community 
not-for-profit, surveys were offered to clients who were coming to the agency for services 
specifically related to finding and keeping a job.  
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Early response rates at both the probation forums and the community agency were low, 
prompting a change in data collection and recruitment attempts. Beginning in June of 2017, 
probationers were recruited from the waiting room of the probation offices. The researcher was 
given access to two probation offices, both in the Providence area, where surveys would be 
offered to probationers while they waited for appointments with their probation officers. The first 
probation office waiting room that surveys were offered in was the Pavilion Ave. office in the 
South Side of Providence. The Pavilion Ave. office services probationers who have felony 
criminal records. The second probation office waiting room that surveys were offered in was the 
Garrahy Judicial Complex in downtown Providence. The Garrahy probation office services 
predominately probationers with misdemeanor criminal records. This change in data collection 
procedure was far more successful, with the vast majority of surveys ultimately coming from the 
Pavilion Ave. office. Data collection also occurred in the waiting rooms of the community 
agency that serves people on probation. By recruiting in the waiting room, surveys were able to 
be completed by a variety of the agency’s clients, not just those seeking employment services. 
Data collection at the probation forums continued for the duration of the data collection period. 
All surveys were collected by the author of this dissertation. The author sat in the waiting rooms 
with a sign advertising the study posted nearby. Ultimately, a total of 178 surveys were collected. 
Of these, eight were deemed unusable as they had less than 75% of the survey completed (with 
significant portions from sections on independent and dependent variables missing). Of the 170 
surveys deemed completed, 134 came from the probation office waiting rooms, 22 came from 
probation forums, and 14 came from the community agency (Table 1.1). 
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Table 1.1- Location of Completed Surveys 
Probation Waiting Rooms Probation Forums Community Agency 
Pavilion Ave. Garrahy Providence Cranston Classes Waiting rm. 
127 7 12 10 9 5 
         Probation total= 134              Forum total= 22         Agency total= 14 
  Total surveys= 170 
 
Data Analysis 
 
The latest version of SPSS, v.23., was used to organize and analyze the data. Data were 
manually entered into a SPSS database and checked for reliability of data entry. The data are at 
nominal, ordinal, and ratio levels of measurement. The independent variables (stipulations of 
release) include ratio level data that indicates the frequency of specific release stipulations. The 
dependent variables consist of both ratio level data (e.g., wages per hour for someone who is 
currently working or number of jobs applied to in the last two weeks for someone actively 
pursuing work) as well as ordinal level data (the various questions included on the perceived 
employability scale). Nominal level demographic information, such as the type of crimes on a 
participant’s criminal record or their race/ethnicity, and ratio level demographic information, 
such as scores on the Addiction Severity Index, were used as control variables in certain 
analytical procedures. Preliminary analyses examined frequency distributions among variables. 
Ordinal level data collected with the scale measuring perceptions of employability were 
converted to interval level data (answers of strongly agree were converted to a score of 4, agree = 
3, disagree = 2, and strongly disagree = 1). A total score was calculated for the scale measuring 
perceptions of employability. Scale questions that were left blank were counted as zero. 
Cronbach’s alpha was calculated for the scale (.858). Both ordered logistic regression and 
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multiple regression tests were used to analyze the relationship between independent and 
dependent variables. 
Ethical Considerations 
 
 Four significant ethical considerations present themselves with this research. The first 
issue is related to the amount of time needed to complete the survey. An underlying hypothesis 
in this study is that people on probation who are unable to look for and/or attend work will also 
have poorer employment outcomes. It is possible that this survey, because it takes 15 minutes to 
complete, is disrupting a person on probation’s attempts to look for and/or attend work. To 
combat this, participants were made aware of the amount of time needed to complete the survey 
at various junctures in the data collection process. 
A second ethical consideration relevant to this study was that, with the exception of those at 
the community agency, all participants would be completing surveys at a building they were 
obligated to go to by their probation officer (either at the probation forums or in the waiting 
room of the probation office).  Given that probation officers hold power in the life of a 
probationer, potential participants may have felt pressured to complete surveys being offered to 
them while at the forum or in the waiting room. Various efforts were made to combat any sense 
of coercion that may have developed. First, potential participants were informed that the 
researcher was not a probation officer and did not work for the Rhode Island Department of 
Corrections. Second, participants were informed at various junctures that they did not need to 
complete the survey if they did not want to and that if they began the survey, they did not have to 
complete it. Third, potential participants were assured that, because of the anonymous nature of 
the survey, no one, including their probation officer, would know if they had completed the 
survey or not.  
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A third ethical consideration that presented itself was for probationers who were still 
completing the survey when their probation officer entered the waiting room and called them 
into their appointments. At this moment, it would have been possible for participants to feel 
pressure to both complete the survey and go into their meeting. To avoid causing this stress, 
participants who completed surveys in the waiting room of probation officers were informed at 
multiple junctures that, in the event that their probation officer calls them in for their 
appointment, they should stop the survey, go in to their appointment, and, if possible, complete 
the survey afterwards. This scenario only happened on two occasions. On both occasions, 
participants stopped doing their survey, went into the meeting with their probation office, 
returned to the waiting room after their meeting and completed the survey. 
The fourth and final ethical consideration associated with this study relates to the very nature 
of the questions being asked. Questions about employment status, current and past drug use, and 
current and past psychiatric distress could upset participants. To mitigate the harm such 
questions could cause, participants were informed, prior to beginning the survey, of the nature of 
the questions they would be asked and specifically informed that some of the questions may be 
upsetting to them.  
This research study was reviewed and approved by the Institutional Review Board of the 
University of Connecticut (protocol number H16-148). The study was also reviewed and 
approved by the Medical Review Advisory Group. 
Chapter 4: Results 
This chapter summarizes and describes the analysis of the data included in the 170 
completed surveys. Descriptive statistics will be reported first, followed by the findings related 
to each research question and hypothesis.  
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Demographics and Significant Control Variables 
 
 Table 2.1 summarizes the frequencies for categorical-level demographic characteristics of 
survey participants. Also presented in this table are frequencies for categorical-level control 
variables that had a significant influence on one or more dependent variables. As a result of 
missing data, some reported totals differ. 
 Most of the survey participants were male (85.5%), 12.5% female and 1.8% transgender. 
These percentages are nearly identical to the percentages of males and females currently 
committed to the RIDOC (the annual population report of the RIDOC does not indicate the 
number of transgender inmates): 84.4% and 15.6% respectively (Rhode Island Department of 
Corrections, 2017). The most common racial identity of participants is White, non-Hispanic, 
(36.9%). Participants who identify as Black/African American represent 35.7% of survey 
participants and people who identify as Latino/Hispanic American represent 22.6% of survey 
participants. For comparison, the racial identities of currently committed inmates is 51.7% 
“White,” 23.4% “Black,” and 20.8% “Hispanic” (Rhode Island Department of Corrections, 
2017). The racial profile of the study sample and committed inmates at the RIDOC is 
substantially different.  
 The vast majority of participants reside in Providence, with 118 (73.8%) identifying the 
capital city as their home. The city/town with the next highest number of participants was 
Cranston, where 20 (12.5%) participants reside. The majority of participants (55.1 %) report 
relying on the public transportation as their main form of transportation. When discussing public 
transportation in Rhode Island, one is almost exclusively discussing bus service provided by the 
Rhode Island Public Transit Authority. 46 (27.1%) participants responded that their main form of 
transportation was a car that belonged to them. A car belonging to someone else (8.8%) or 
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walking/riding a bike (8.4%) were the least common responses the question of transportation. 
Nearly two-thirds of participants (63.7%) report that they have never been married. 15.5% report 
that they were currently married and 18.4% report that they are either divorced or separated. The 
education history of participants is diverse; the majority (73.2%) report that the highest degree 
received was high school or equivalency. 11.5% of participants did not complete high school. 
This educational attainment of the sample is vastly different than that of committed inmates. The 
RIDOC (2017) reports that only 53% of male inmates and 42% of female inmates have a high 
school diploma or GED. The vast majority of study participants (149, 90.3%) were incarcerated. 
The remaining 16 (9.7%) were presumably sentenced to probation in lieu of ever going to prison.  
Table 2.1- Frequencies- Categorical-Level Demographic and Control Variables with a 
Significant Influence 
Variable Responses Frequency % 
Gender Male 144 85.7 
Female 21 12.5 
Transgender 3 1.8 
Total 168  
Race White non-Hispanic 62 36.9 
Black/African American 60 35.7 
Latino/Hispanic American 38 22.6 
Other 8 4.8 
Total 168  
City/town of residence  Providence 118 73.8 
 Cranston 20 12.5 
 Johnston 6 3.8 
 East Providence 3 1.9 
 Other 13 8.0 
 Total 160  
Transportation Public transportation 92 55.1 
 Car that belongs to them 46 27.1 
 Car that belongs to someone else 15 8.8 
 Walk or bike 14 8.4 
 Total 167  
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Relationship status Never married 107 63.7 
 Married 26 15.5 
 Divorced 20 11.9 
 Separated 11 6.5 
 Widowed 4 2.4 
 Total 168  
Education High school or equivalency 120 73.2 
 Less than high school  19 11.5 
 Associate’s degree 13 7.9 
 Bachelor’s or higher 12 7.3 
 Total 168  
Ever incarcerated? Yes  149 90.3 
 No 19 9.7 
 Total 165  
 
 Table 2.2 summarizes the frequencies for continuous-level demographic characteristics of 
survey participants. Also presented in this table are frequencies for continuous-level control 
variables that had a significant influence on dependent variables. Fifty-four participants (36.2%) 
report that they are younger than the age of 32, 49 (32.9%) are between the ages of 33 and 45, 
and 46 (30.9%) are 46 or older. 49 (34.8%) of participants were released from prison more than 
six months prior to completing the survey, 52 (36.9%) had been out for at least six months, but 
less than two years, and 40 (28.4%) had been out for more than two years. While there was a 
large range of times that a participant has been sentenced to prison (min. 1, max. 40), the median 
number of times a participant report that they had been sentenced to prison is three (mean= 5.02, 
SD= 6.75). Participants also report a large range of time left on probation (with one participant 
writing in that they had less than one week remaining on probation and another reporting they 
would be on probation for additional 30 years). The median amount of time a participant has 
remaining on probation is four years (mean= 64.5 months, SD= 62.8 months). 
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 Support from probation officer was measured on a scale of two to eight, with higher 
scores representing stronger feelings of support from the probation officer. When binned into 
thirds, the majority, 43.8% report low feelings of support from their probation officer, 24.1% 
report moderate feelings of support, and 32.1% have high feelings of support. Support from 
friends/partner was also measured on a scale of 2 to 8, with higher scores representing stronger 
feelings of support from friends/partner. When binned into thirds, a slight majority, 39.5% report 
moderate feelings of support from their friend/partner, 38.9% report low feelings of support, and 
21.6% report high feelings of support.  
 The Addiction Severity Index measured four specific areas: mental health disruption 
throughout the participant’s entire lifetime, mental health disruption in the past 30 days, drug use 
throughout a participant’s entire lifetime, and drug use in the past 30 days. Two of these areas, 
drug use throughout a participant’s entire lifetime and mental health disruption in the past 30 
days, had statistically significant correlations with dependent variables. Drug use was measured 
on a scale of 0 to 44, with lower scores representing less drug use during a person’s life. The 
median score reported on this scale is 8 (mean= 11.53, SD= 11.038), with the majority of 
participants (40.6%) low drug use when binned (28.9% report moderate drug use and 30.5% 
report high drug use). Mental health disruption in the past 30 days was measured on a scale of 0 
to 25, with lower scores representing less mental health disruption in the past 30 days. The 
median score reported on this scale is a 5 (mean= 6.01, SD= 5.50), with the majority of 
participants (37.5%) in the lower third of participants when binned (31.9% report moderate drug 
use and 30.6% report high drug use). 
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Table 2.2- Frequencies- Continuous-level Demographic and Control Variables  
Variable Responses Frequency % 
Age < = 32 54 36.2 
median: 37 years, mean: 38.65, SD: 11.516 33-45 49 32.9 
min: 19 46+ 46 30.9 
max: 74 Total 149  
Time since latest release from prison < = 6 months 49 34.8 
median: 12 months, mean: 29.2, SD: 41.2  6.01-24 months 52 36.9 
min: less than one week 24.01+ months 40 28.4 
max: 18 years Total 141  
Number of times sentenced to prison 1 or 2 58 43.6 
median: 3, mean: 5.02, SD: 6.75  3 or 4 35 26.3 
min: 1 5 or more 40 30.1 
max: 40 Total 133  
Time left on probation < = 2.5 years 53 36.6 
median: 48 months, mean: 64.5, SD: 62.8  2.51 – 6 years  48 33.1 
min: less than one week 6.1 or more 
years  
44 30.3 
max: 30 years Total 145  
Support from probation officer  Low 71 43.8 
median: 5, mean: 4.77, SD: 1.93 Moderate 39 24.1 
min: 2 High 52 32.1 
max: 8 Total 162  
Support from friends/partner  Low 63 38.9 
median: 5, mean: 4.99, SD: 1.92 Moderate 64 39.5 
min: 2 High 35 21.6 
max: 8 Total 162  
Total amount of drugs consumed (lifetime) Low 52 40.6 
median: 8, mean: 11.53, SD: 11.038 Moderate 37 28.9 
min: 0 High 39 30.5 
max: 44 Total 128  
Total mental health disruptions in past 30 days Low 60 37.5 
median: 5, mean: 6.01, SD: 5.50 Moderate 51 31.9 
min: 0 High  49 30.6 
max: 23 Total 160  
Table 2.3 shows the various crimes that participants had on their criminal record. When 
looking at these data, it is important to remember that the majority of participants report more 
than one type of crime in their history. The most common conviction on a participant’s record is 
a drug crime (N=73 [46.2%]). 39 (24.7%) participants reported having a violent crime on their 
criminal record and 47 (29.7%) have a conviction of breaking and entering. 27 (17.1%) 
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participants have a non-violent conviction, 14 (8.9%) have a financial conviction, 39 (24.7%) 
respondents have been convicted of a sexual offense, and 18 (11.4%) had some other charge. 
Table 2.3- Types of criminal convictions 
Type of crime Responses Frequency % 
Drug crime Yes 73 46.2 
 No 85 53.8 
 Total 158  
Violent crime Yes 39 24.7 
 No 119 75.3 
 Total 158  
Breaking and entering Yes 47 29.7 
 No 111 70.3 
 Total 158  
Non-violent Yes 27 17.1 
 No 131 82.9 
 Total 158  
Financial Yes 14 8.9 
 No 144 91.1 
 Total 158  
Sex offense Yes 39 24.7 
 No 119 75.3 
 Total 158  
Other Yes 18 11.4 
 No 140 88.6 
 Total 158  
 
Independent variables 
 
 Table 3.1 summarizes the frequency that participants are mandated to attend various 
probation stipulations. Given that the vast majority of survey participants were recruited while 
they were attending a probation appointment, it is not surprising that 95.2% of participants report 
having to attend probation at least once per month. The average number of probation visits per 
month reported by participants is 1.42. The majority of participants (56.9%) also report that they 
need to attend court at least once per month, with those who attend averaging 1.61 trips to court 
every month. The third most common probation stipulation reported was mental health 
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therapy/counseling, which 43.2% of participants are mandated to attend at least once per month 
and an average of 1.95 times per month. 30% of participants report that they attend outpatient 
drug/alcohol treatment at least once per month and an average of 2.96 times per month. 15% of 
the participants in this study report that they attend sex-offender treatment once per month. The 
least frequent probation stipulation reported among the survey participants is driver’s training, 
with only six participants being mandated to attend.  
Table 3.1- Independent variable- Stipulations per Month 
Stipulation Participants that 
attend at least once 
per month 
% Median Mean SD 
Probation 159 95.2% 1 1.42 .859 
Court 94 56.9% 1 1.61 .941 
Therapy/counseling 73 43.2% 2 1.95 1.224 
Outpatient drug/alcohol 
treatment 
48 30% 3 2.96 1.663 
AA/NA 42 24.9% 3 2.98 1.490 
Sex offender treatment 25 15% 3 2.92 1.498 
DV classes 16 9.5% 3 3.00 1.317 
Other 11 7.9% 1 1.73 1.009 
Anger management classes 11 6.8% 2 2.00 1.265 
Driver’s training 6 3.5% 2 2.00 1.366 
 
Dependent variables 
 
 Table 4.1 summarizes both the number of participants who are employed/unemployed as 
well as descriptive statistics related to their total mandated stipulations per month. 96 (56.5%) of 
participants report being employed at the time they completed the survey, while 74 (43.5%) were 
unemployed. Employed participants were mandated to attend an average of 5.72 probation 
stipulations per month (std. deviation = 5.857). Unemployed participants were mandated to 
attend an almost identical average, 5.73 probation stipulations per month (std. deviation = 4.352). 
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Table 4.1 - Total Stipulations by Employment Status  
 
Employment 
status 
N (%) Median Mean SD 
Employed 96 (56.5%) 3 5.72 5.857 
Unemployed 74 (43.5%) 5 5.73 4.352 
 
 Table 4.2 summarizes the results of an independent samples t-test to compare the 
perceptions of employability for employed and unemployed participants. There was a 
statistically significant difference in scores for employed participants (M= 36.75, SD= 7.932) 
and unemployed participants (M= 34.10, SD= 9.153; t (164) = 1.992, p = .048). The magnitude 
of the differences in means (mean difference = 2.65, 95% CI: .024 to 5.274) was small (eta 
squared = .024).  
Table 4.2- Independent Samples t-test of Perceptions of Employability for Employed and 
Unemployed Participants  
 
Employment 
status 
Median Mean Std. Deviation t 
Employed 37 36.75 7.932 1.992* 
Unemployed 36 34.10 9.153  
  * Correlation is significant at the .05 level 
Table 4.3 summarizes details of employment for those participants who report being 
employed. This data are from the 96 participants who report that they were employed at the time 
they completed the survey. The remaining 74 participants, who report themselves unemployed, 
have different outcome variables described later in this section. 
 Two percentages are presented for each variable in table 4.3. The first percentage, in the 
penultimate column, indicates the percent of employed respondents who report that characteristic 
or experience (for example the percent of employed participants that had a job for less than three 
months). The second percentage, in the last column, indicates the percent of all respondents, 
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employed and unemployed combined, reporting that characteristic or experience (for example 
the percent of all participants that had a job for less than three months). The first variable 
summarized is length of time at job. This variable describes how long employed participants 
were at their current job. 35 (36.8%) employed participants had their job for less than three 
months, another 14 (14.7%) employed participants were employed for three to six months, and 
16 others (16.8%) were employed at their current job for 6.1 to 12 months. Therefore, of the 
participants currently employed, 68.3% have been employed for no more than one year. The 30 
other employed participants were employed for either 1 to 2 years (10.5%) or more than 2 years 
(21.1%).  
While the wages participants earned per hour ranged from less than minimum wage 
($9.60 at the time of data collection) to “$25 or more,” the majority of participants (77.7%) 
earned $15 or less per hour. Of those 73 who earned $15 or less per hour, 11 earned less than 
$9.60 (11.7%), 17 earned $9.60 (18.1%), and 45 (47.9%) earned between $9.60 and $15 per 
hour. Only 21 participants (22.4% of employed and 12.4% of all participants) were paid more 
than $15 per hour. Additionally, only 37 participants (38.5% of employed participants and 21.8% 
of all participants) were employed in a full-time position (defined as 35 or more hours per week). 
There were 22 employed participants (23.4%) who worked between 10 and 25 hours per week 
and 22 employed participants who worked between 26 and 35 hours per week. 12 (12.8%) of 
participants were employed for less than 10 hours per week.  
 As mentioned in chapter two, neither length of time at a job, the rate of pay, nor the 
number of hours worked per week give a clear depiction of the quality of a person’s job. The 
composite variable Overall Job Quality was created to better measure any one participant’s 
employment situation. The median Overall Job Quality was 18 (mean= 29.9, SD= 31.9), with a 
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minimum of 0 and a maximum of 150. When binned into thirds, 33.7% has an Overall Job 
Quality that was 10 or less, 35.9% were between 11 and 30, and the remaining 30.4% were more 
than 30.  
Table 4.3- Dependent Variable- Details of employment 
Variable Responses Frequency % of 
employed 
% of 
all 
Length of time at job < 3 months 35 36.8 20.6 
 3-6 months 14 14.7 8.2 
 6.1-12 months 16 16.8 9.4 
 1-2 years 10 10.5 5.9 
 More than 2 years 20 21.1 11.8 
 Total 95   
Pay per hour Less than $9.60 11 11.7 6.5 
 $9.60 17 18.1 10.0 
 $9.61-$15 45 47.9 26.5 
 $15.01-$20 16 17.0 9.4 
 More than $20 5 5.4 3.0 
 Total 94   
Hours per week Less than 10 12 12.8 7.1 
 10-25 22 23.4 12.9 
 26-35 22 23.4 12.9 
 36-40 14 14.9 8.2 
 40 or more 23 24.5 13.5 
 Total 94   
Overall job quality  < = 10 31 33.7 18.2 
median: 18, mean: 29.9, SD: 31.9 11-30 33 35.9 19.4 
min: 0 31+ 28 30.4 16.5 
max: 150 Total 92   
 
Table 4.4 summarizes details of job searching for those participants who report being 
unemployed. This data describe the 74 participants (43.5%) who report that they were 
unemployed at the time they completed the survey. The first row describes the amount of time 
unemployed participants spent looking for a job in the prior two weeks. 23 (33.3% of 
unemployed participants and 13.5% of all participants) had not spent any time searching for 
work during the two weeks prior to completing the survey. 25 participants (36.2% of 
unemployed and 14.7% of all) searched for 10 hours or less, 15 participants (21.7% of 
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unemployed and 8.8% of all) searched for 11 to 20 hours, and six participants (8.7% of 
unemployed and 3.5% of all) searched for more than 20 hours during the two-week period.  
Job interviews since release is the next dependent variable for unemployed participants. 
Given that the length of time that a probationer has been out of prison differed greatly (with 
respondents ranging from having been released less than one month to as much as 18 years prior 
to the survey), it is not surprising that the number of interviews since release ranges from 0 to 50. 
The median number of interviews is 0 (mean= 2.65, SD= 6.862). When binned into thirds, the 
data show that 36 participants (58.1% of unemployed, 21.2% of all) had not had a single 
interview since their release from prison. Seven participants (11.3% of unemployed, 4.1% of all) 
had one or two interviews since release. 19 (30.6% of unemployed, 11.2% of all) had three or 
more interviews since release. Job offers, like job interviews, reflect the number a participant has 
had since release. 37 (61.7% of unemployed, 21.8% of all) had zero job offers since release, 7 
(11.7% of unemployed, 4.1% of all) had a single job offer since release, and 16 (26.7% of 
unemployed, 9.4% of all) had been offered at least two jobs.  
Table 4.4- Dependent variable- Outcomes of Unemployed Participants 
Variable Responses Frequency % of  
unemployed 
% of 
all 
Time spent looking for a job None 23 33.3 13.5 
 Less than 10 hrs. 25 36.2 14.7 
 11 to 20 hrs. 15 21.7 8.8 
 More than 20 hrs. 6 8.7 3.5 
 Total 69   
Job interviews since release 0 36 58.1 21.2 
median: 0, mean: 2.65, SD: 6.862 1 or 2 7 11.3 4.1 
min: 0 3 or more 19 30.6 11.2 
max: 50 Total 62   
Job offers since release 0 37 61.7 21.8 
median: 0, mean: .97, SD: 1.594 1 7 11.7 4.1 
min: 0 2 or more 16 26.7 9.4 
max: 6 Total 60   
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Table 4.5 summarizes the participants’ feelings of employability. Each of the 13 items in 
the Employability Scale (questions 1-12 and 15 in Part 3 of the survey) were scored as follows: 
Strongly disagree = 1; Disagree = 2; Agree = 3; and Strongly agree = 4. The sum of the scores 
for these 13 questions represents a participant’s total feelings of employability. The minimum 
and maximum scores that a participant who answered all 13 questions could receive are 13 and 
52, respectively. Some participants did not answer all 13 questions, therefore the minimum score 
on this scale was 10. The maximum score, suggesting strong perceptions of employability was 
the maximum of 52. The mean for this variable is 35.61 with a standard deviation of 8.55 
(median= 36). When binned into three groups 61 participants (36.7%) scored 33 or less, 50 
(30.1%) scored between 34 and 40, and 55 (33.1%) scored 41 or more.  
Table 4.5- Dependent Variable- Perceptions of employability 
Variable Responses Frequency % 
Total feelings of employability  Weak (33 or less) 61 36.7 
median: 36, mean: 35.61, SD: 8.55  Moderate (34-40) 50 30.1 
min: 10 Strong (41+) 55 33.1 
max: 52 Total 166  
 
 Table 4.6 presents the results of Pearson’s correlations between the main dependent 
variable for employed participants (variable one, overall job quality), various independent 
variables (variables two through seven), and any control variables with a significant correlation 
(variables eight through ten). The column to the far left lists the variable along with the number 
of employed participants who answered the questions about that particular variable. Means and 
standard deviations are presented for each variable. The table shows that there is a statistically 
significant negative correlation between the total stipulations an employed probationer must 
attend each month and their overall job quality. While this relationship is statistically significant, 
the total variance in overall job quality that is explained by total stipulation is minimal (r= -.227, 
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p £ .05). Overall job quality has a statistically significant positive correlation with owning a car 
(r= .394, p £ .01). Overall job quality has a statistically significant negative correlation with 
recent mental health disruption (r= -.311, p £ .01). No other independent variables were 
significantly correlated with the overall job quality of employed participants. Control variables 
significantly correlated with overall job quality include having a drug conviction (r= -.274, p £ 
.05), if they were white (r= .343, p £ .01), and if they had less than a high school education 
(r=.250, p £ .05). 
Table 4.6 Overall Job Quality and Independent and Significant Control Variables for Employed  
 
Participants 
**Correlation is significant at the .01 level (one-tailed)         
* Correlation is significant at the .05 level (one-tailed) 
 
Table 4.7 presents the results of a Pearson’s correlation between the main dependent 
variables for unemployed participants (variable two- job interviews, and variable three, job 
offers), various independent variables (variable one and variables four through eight), and any 
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1. Overall Job Qual. 
n=  92 29.87 31.935 1 -.227
* .132 .035 .394** -.161 -.311** -.274* .343** .250* 
2. Total stipulations 
n=  96 5.72 5.857  1 -.160 -.130 -.224
* .288** .356** .178 .006 .088 
3. PO Support 
n=  93 4.84 1.930 
  1 .443** .138 -.032 -.034 -.058 .022 .098 
4. Friend/partner 
support 
n=  93 
5.09 1.920 
   1 
.032 -.126 .063 -.052 .005 .140 
5. Owns car 
n= 96 --- --- 
    1 -.242* -.294** -.122 .052 -.116 
6. Drug use (recent) 
n= 95   5.44 8.117 
     1 .407** .314** .269** .293** 
7. MH disruption 
(recent) 
n= 89  
5.03 4.978 
      1 
.087 .180 .216* 
8. Drug conviction  
n= 90  --- --- 
       1 -.044 .061 
9. White 
n= 96  --- --- 
        1 .202 
10. Less than high 
school 
n= 94  
--- --- 
         1 
EFFECTS OF PROBATION ON EMPLOYMENT OUTCOMES 53	
control variables with a significant correlation (variables nine through eleven). The table shows 
that the main independent variable for the study, total stipulations, is neither correlated with the 
number of job interviews nor the number of job offers an unemployed participant had since their 
release from prison. Job interviews was not correlated with any other independent or control 
variables. Job offers had a significant positive correlation with both support from probation 
officer (r= .410, p £ .01) and support from friends/partner (r= .263, p £ .05). The number of job 
offers an unemployed participant received was also positively correlated with having a violent 
crime (r= .341, p £ .05). 
Table 4.7 Job Interviews and Offers and Independent and Significant Control Variables for  
 
Unemployed Participants 
**Correlation is significant at the .01 level (one-tailed)         
* Correlation is significant at the .05 level (one-tailed) 
 
Table 4.8 presents the results of a Pearson’s between the main dependent variable for all 
participants (variable one- perceptions of employability), various independent variables 
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1. Total Stipulations 
n= 74 5.73 4.35 
1 .018 .173 .165 .122 -.119 .283* .233 .268* -.108 
2. Job interviews 
n= 62  2.65 6.86 
 1 .093 .037 -.014 -.063 .080 .017 -.051 -.342** 
3. Job offers 
n= 60 .97 1.59 
  1 .410** .263* .077 .169 -.153 .341* -.004 
4. PO Support 
n= 69  4.67 1.93 
   1 .514** .107 .226 -.286* .061 -.035 
5. Friend / Partner 
Support 
n= 69  
4.87 1.92 
    1 
.199 .251* -.176 .003 -.114 
6. Owns car 
n= 74  --- --- 
     1 -.211 -.165 .166 -.180 
7. Drug use (recent) 
n= 72  4.46 6.48 
      1 .406** .158 .090 
8.  MH disruption 
(recent) 
n= 71 
7.23 5.91 
       1 
.248* .138 
9. Violent crime 
n= 68  --- --- 
        1 .190 
10. High school or less 
n= 70  --- --- 
         1 
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(variables two through seven), and any control variables with a significant correlation (variables 
eight through thirteen). The table shows that there is a negative correlation between the total 
number of stipulations a probationer must attend each month and their perceptions of 
employability. While this relationship is statistically significant, the total variance in perceptions 
of employability that is explained by total stipulation is minimal. (r= -.155, p £ .05). Perceptions 
of employability are positively correlated with both probation officer support (r= .411, p £ .01) 
and support from friend/partner (r= .371, p £ .01). Perceptions of employability were negatively 
correlated with the independent variable of recent mental health disruption (r= -.204, p £ .05). 
Perceptions of employability were negatively correlated with the following control variables: 
Age (r= -328., p £ .01), having a drug conviction (r= -.231, p £ .01), utilizing public 
transportation as primary form of transportation (r= -172., p £ .05), being homeless (r= -176., p £ 
.05), and having only a middle school education (r= -182., p £ .05). 
Table 4.9 presents the results of a Pearson’s between each individual probation 
stipulation (variables one through ten) and all the main dependent variables of the study 
(variables 11-14). The table suggests that only one individual probation stipulation (domestic 
violence classes) was positively correlated with a dependent variable (job offers for unemployed 
participants) (r= -932., p £ .05).
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Table 4.8 Feelings of Employability, Independent and Significant Control Variables  
 
**Correlation is significant at the .01 level (one-tailed)         
* Correlation is significant at the .05 level (one-tailed) 
 
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
1. Perceptions 
n= 166  
35.61 8.55 1 -.155* .411** .371** .121 .001 -.204* -.176* -.328** -.231** -.172* -.176* -.182* 
2. Total stipulations 
n= 170 
7.72 5.24  1 
-.043 -.040 
-
.186
* 
.284** .296** .233** -.078 .090 .240** .145 -.051 
3. PO Support 
n= 162  
4.77 1.93   1 .474** .132 .064 -.160* -.044 -.154 -.011 -.188* -.099 .026 
4. Friend/Partner 
Support 
n= 162 
4.99 1.92    1 
.096 .015 -.062 -.214* -.170* -.002 -.197* -.037 .013 
5. Owns a car 
n= 170 
-- --     1 -.198* -.281** -.201* -.110 -.172* -.661** -.327** -.096 
6. Drug use (recent) 
n= 167 
5.02 7.45      1 .377** .395** -.096 .252** .177* .084 .124 
7. MH disruption 
(recent) 
n= 160  
6.01 5.50       1 
.323** .072 .094 .264** .137 .109 
8. Drug use (lifetime) 
n=  
11.53 11.04        1 -.076 .155 .280** .197* -.019 
9. Age  
n= 149  
38.65 11.52         1 .087 .136 .006 .241** 
10. Drug conviction 
n= 158 
-- --          1 .160* .223** .090 
11. Public trans. 
n= 170 
-- --           1 .352** -.005 
12.  Homeless 
n= 170 
-- --            1 -.018 
13. Middle school ed. 
n= 170 
-- --             1 
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Table 4.9 Results of Correlation- Individual Stipulations and All Dependent Variables  
 
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
1. Court 
n= 94 
1.61 .94 1 .285** -.024 .185 .082 -.028 .703 .646 -.194 -.076 -.200 -.136 .115 -.005 
2. Prob. 
n= 159 
1.42 .86  1 -,124 .179 .145 .001 .441 .837* .377 -.078 -.105 -.098 -.133 -.046 
3. AA / NA 
n= 42 
2.98 1.40   1 .295 .389 .636 .906* .500 .383 .372 -.043 -.156 .048 -.178 
4. Drug / alcohol 
n= 48 
2.96 1.66    1 .457** .696* .428 .839* .286 .083 -.264 .273 -.164 -.207 
5. Mental health 
n= 73 
1.95 1.22     1 .528 .429 -.152 .932** -.471 -.145 .058 .003 -.081 
6. DV classes 
n= 16 
3.00 1.32      1 .730 .408 .730 .945 -.351 .822 .932* .052 
7. Anger mgmt. 
n= 11 
2.00 1.27       1 1.00** .961 1.00** .167 -.145 .236 -.183 
8. Driver’s training 
n= 6 
2.33 1.37        1 --- --- -.655 --- --- -.804 
9. SO treatment 
n= 25 
2.92 1.50         1 .866 .028 .177 .250 .127 
10. Other 
n= 11 
1.73 1.01          1 -.289 --- --- -.416 
11. Overall job qual. 
n= 92 
29.87 31.93           1 --- --- .163 
12. Job interviews 
n= 62 
2.65 6.86            1 .093 .089 
13. Job offers 
n= 60 
.97 1.59             1 .345** 
14. Perceptions 
n= 60 
35.61 8.55              1 
**Correlation is significant at the .01 level (one-tailed)         
* Correlation is significant at the .05 level (one-tailed) 
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Findings Related to Research Question 1  
 
A standard multiple regression analysis, presented in table 5.1, was used to test if total 
stipulations per month predict employed participants’ overall job quality when controlling for 
race and level of education (both of which were dummy coded). The results of the regression 
indicate these three predictors explain 18.4% of the variance in overall job quality (R2= .184, F 
(3, 86)= 7.705, p = .001. It was found that total stipulations per month significantly predicts 
overall job quality (b= -.247, p = .012) as did being racially white (b= .302, p = .003) and having 
less than a high school education (b= .210, , p = .035). 
 
Table 5.1 - Results of Multiple Regression Analysis- Predictors of Overall Job Quality 
 
Factor B Std. er. b 
Total stipulations per month -1.345 .524 -.247* 
Race- white only (dummy variable) 20.692 6.701 .302** 
Less than a high school education (dummy variable) 27.288 12.753 .210* 
R2= .212   
Adjusted R2= .184   
R= .460   
          *p < .05   **p < .01 
 
Hypothesis one is that employed probationers with fewer stipulations will have better 
overall job quality than probationers with more stipulations. Given the results of this regression, 
the null hypothesis has been rejected. It should be noted, however, that while there is a 
statistically significant effect, the total variance in overall job quality that is explained by 
monthly stipulations is merely 18%. 
Findings Related to Research Question 2 
 
Pearson’s correlations revealed that total stipulations are not significantly correlated with 
either of the dependent variables of unemployed participants (number of job interviews and 
number of job offers). Results are shown in table 4.7. Hypothesis two is that unemployed 
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probationers with fewer stipulations will have more job interviews and more job offers than 
unemployed probationers with more stipulations. Results fail to reject the null hypothesis.  
Findings Related to Research Question 3  
 
A standard multiple regression analysis, presented in table 6.1, was used to test if total 
stipulations per month predict participants’ perceptions of employability when controlling for 
age, use of public transportation as primary form of transportation, a middle school education 
(dummy coded), and being homeless (dummy coded). The results of the regression indicate these 
five predictors explain 11.9% of the variance in perceptions of employability (R2= .119, F (5, 73) 
= 3.101, p = .014). It was found that total stipulations per month significantly predict perceptions 
of employability (b= -.329, p = .004). 
 
Table 6.1 - Results of Multiple Regression Analysis- Predictors of Perceptions of Employability 
 
Factor B Std. 
er. 
b 
Total stipulations per month -.446 .152 -.329** 
Age -.145 .079 -.204 
Public transportation .415 1.844 .026 
Education is middle school (dummy variable) 1.112 4.330 .028 
Homeless (dummy variable) -2.823 2.497 -.130 
R2= .175   
Adjusted R2= .119   
R= .419   
                *p < .05   **p < .01 
 
Hypothesis three is that probationers with fewer stipulations will perceive themselves as 
more employable than probationers with more stipulations. Given the results of the regression, 
the null has been rejected. While there is a statistically significant effect, the total variance in 
perceptions of employability that is explained by monthly stipulations is only 11.9%. 
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Findings Related to Research Question 4 and 5 
 
The results of the fourth research question: Which stipulation of release affects the 
overall job quality of employed probationers the most? – and the fifth research question: Which 
stipulation of release affects the number of job interviews and job offers of unemployed 
probationers the most? - were initially assessed with a Pearson’s correlation. Results, shown in 
table 4.9, suggest that only one of the individual stipulations was significantly correlated with 
one of the three employment outcomes (Domestic violence classes were positively correlated 
with Job offers for unemployed probationers, r= .932, p= .05). Hypothesis four is that an 
employed probationer’s overall job quality will be impacted by frequency of court appearances 
the most. Hypothesis five is that an unemployed probationer’s number of job interviews and job 
offers will be impacted by frequency of court appearances the most. Results fail to reject the null 
hypothesis of both. 
 Findings Related to Research Question 6 
 
Table 4.9 shows that while there is a slight negative correlation between the frequency of 
court appearances and perceptions of employability (r=-.005), the correlation is not statistically 
significant. Hypothesis six is that probationers’ perceptions of employability will be impacted by 
frequency of court appearances the most. Results fail to reject the null hypothesis.  
Findings Related to Research Question 7 
 
Pearson’s correlations revealed that probation officer support is not significantly 
correlated with the dependent variables of employed participants (Table 4.6). Hypothesis seven 
is that employed probationers with more support from their probation officer will have better 
overall job quality. Results fail to reject the null hypothesis.  
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Findings Related to Research Question 8 
 
Hypothesis eight is that probationers with more supportive probation officers will have 
both more job interviews and offers than probationers with less supportive probation officers. 
The first part, that there will be more job interviews for probationers with more supportive 
probation officers is rejected as there is no correlation between probation stipulations and job 
interviews (as see in Table 4.7). The second part of this hypothesis, that probationers with more 
supportive probation officers will have more job offers, is confirmed. None of the proposed 
control variables had a significant influence on the dependent variable of job offers for 
unemployed participants (Table 4.7). Table 4.7 also shows a statistically significant positive 
correlation between probation officer support and job offers. Though statistically significant, the 
variance explained is minimal (r= .410, p £ .01). Because hypothesis eight is partially confirmed 
and partially rejected, results fail to reject the null hypothesis completely. 
Findings Related to Research Question 9 
 
A standard multiple regression analysis, presented in table 7.1, was used to test if 
probation officer support predicts participants’ perceptions of employability when controlling for 
drug use throughout lifetime, age, use of public transportation as primary form of transportation 
(dummy coded), homelessness (dummy coded), and middle school education (dummy coded). 
The results of the regression indicate these six predictors explain a modest 15.9% of the variance 
in perceptions of employability (R2= .159, F (6, 57) = 2.992, p = .013). It was found that 
probation officer support significantly predicts perceptions of employability (b= .408, p = .001)  
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Table 7.1 - Results of Multiple Regression Analysis- Probation Officer Support’s Prediction of  
 
Perceptions of Employability 
 
Factor B Std. er. b 
Probation office support 1.678 .489 .408** 
Drug use (lifetime) -.096 .104 -.117 
Age -.146 .087 -.205 
Public transportation (dummy variable) .745 2.019 .047 
Homeless (dummy variable) -2.968 2.779 -.137 
Middle school education (dummy variable) -1.978 4.732 -.050 
R2= .240   
Adjusted R2= .159   
R= .489   
     *p < .05   **p < .01 
Hypothesis nine is that probationers with more supportive probation officers will 
perceive themselves as more employable than probationers with less supportive probation 
officers. Given the results of this regression, the null hypothesis has been rejected. While there is 
a statistically significant effect, the total variance in perceptions of employability that is 
explained by probation officer support is just 15.9%. 
Findings Related to Research Question 10 
 
A standard multiple regression analysis, presented in table 8.1, was used to test if owning 
a car predicts participants’ overall job quality when controlling for being racially white (dummy 
coded), and having less than a high school education (dummy coded). The results of the 
regression indicate these three predictors explain 29.1% of the variance in overall job quality 
(R2= .291, F (3, 86) = 13.167, p = .001). It was found that owning a car significantly predicts 
overall job quality (b= .408, p =.001), as did being racially white (b= .273, p =.004), and having 
less than a high school education (b= .242, p = .010). 
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Table 8.1 - Results of Multiple Regression Analysis- Owning a Car’s Prediction of Overall Job  
 
Quality 
 
Factor B Std. er. b 
Owns car 26.506 5.856 .408** 
Race- white (dummy variable) 18.714 6.266 .273** 
Less than high school education (dummy variable) 31.398 11.945 .242* 
R2= .315   
Adjusted R2= .291   
R= .561   
       *p < .05   **p < .01 
Hypothesis 10 is that probationers with either more support from their friends/partner, 
access to their own car as a primary mode of transportation, or a combination of the two will 
have better overall job quality than probationers with less support from their friends/partner or no 
access to their own car as a primary mode of transportation. Given the results of this regression, 
the null hypothesis has been rejected 
Findings Related to Research Question 11 
 
Hypothesis 11 is that probationers with either more support from their friends/partner, 
access to their own car as a primary mode of transportation, or a combination of the two will 
have more job interviews and job offers than probationers with less support from their 
friends/partner or no access to their own car as a primary mode of transportation. Results suggest 
that there are no variables significantly correlated with job interviews. Therefore, the first portion 
of hypothesis 11 is rejected. None of the proposed control variables had a significant influence 
on the dependent variable of job offers for unemployed participants (Table 4.7). Table 4.7 also 
shows a statistically significant positive correlation between friend/partner support and job 
offers. Though statistically significant, the relationship explains very little of the variance (r= 
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.263, p £ .05). This confirms the second portion of hypothesis 11. Because hypothesis eleven is 
partially confirmed and partially rejected, results fail to reject the null hypothesis completely. 
Findings Related to Research Question 12 
 
A standard multiple regression analysis, presented in table 9.1, was used to test if total 
stipulations per month predict participants’ overall job quality when controlling for recent mental 
health disruption, being racially white (dummy coded), and having less than a high school 
education (dummy coded). The results of the regression indicate these four predictors explain 
30.7% of the variance in overall job quality (R2= .307, F (4, 81)= 10.401, p = .001). It was found 
that total stipulations per month did not significantly predict overall job quality (b= -.112, p = 
.252) when recent mental health disruption was entered into the model. Recent mental health 
disruption did significantly predict overall job quality (b= -.395, p = .001), as did being racially 
white (b= .360, p = .001), and having less than a high school education (b= .272, p = .005). 
Table 9.1 - Results of Multiple Regression Analysis- Recent Mental Health Disruption’s  
 
Prediction of Overall Job Quality 
 
Factor B Std. er. b 
Total stipulations per month -.609 .528 -.112 
Mental health disruption (recent) -2,533 .641 -
.395** 
Race- white (dummy variable) 24.664 6.401 .360** 
Less than a high school education (dummy variable) 35.299 12.200 .272* 
R2= .339   
Adjusted R2= .307   
R= .583   
*p < .05   **p < .01 
The twelfth hypothesis of this study is that the presence of current health disruption, 
current substance use, or both will not temper the effects release stipulations have on the overall 
job quality of probationers. The data presented in table 4.6 show that there is no correlation 
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between recent drug use and overall job quality. Therefore, the portion of hypothesis 12 that is 
recent drug use will not temper effects stipulations have on overall job quality, is confirmed. The 
second portion of the twelfth hypothesis, that current mental health disruption will not temper 
effects stipulations have on overall job quality, is rejected, as indicated by the multiple regression 
analysis presented in table 9.1. This table shows that total stipulations no longer have a 
significant influence on overall job quality when recent mental health disruption is entered into 
the model. Because hypothesis twelve is partially confirmed and partially rejected, results fail to 
reject the null hypothesis completely. 
Findings Related to Research Question 13 
 
Hypothesis 13, that the presence of current mental health disruption, current substance 
use, or both will not temper the effects release stipulations have on the number of job interviews 
and job offers of probationers, was predicated on the assumption that total stipulations would be 
significantly correlated with either the number of job interviews or job offers an unemployed 
participant received. As highlighted in the summary of research question two, there is no 
correlation between total stipulations and job interviews or offers. As a results of there being a 
failure to reject hypothesis two, there is a failure to reject hypothesis 13 as well.  
Findings Related to Research Question 14 
 
A standard multiple regression analysis, presented in table 10.1, was used to test if 
support from friends/partner predicts participants’ perceptions of employability when controlling 
for lifetime drug use, age, use of public transportation as primary form of transportation (dummy 
coded), being homeless (dummy coded), and having a middle school education (dummy coded). 
The results of the regression indicate these six predictors explain 4% of the variance in 
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perceptions of employability (R2= .040, F (8, 57) = 1.443, p = .214). Support from 
friends/partner did not significantly predict perceptions of employability (b= .232, p = .077). 
Table 10.1 - Results of Multiple Regression Analysis- Friend/Partner Support’s Prediction of  
 
Perceptions of Employability 
Factor B Std. er. b 
Support from friends/partner .957 .531 .232 
Drug use (lifetime) -.037 .111 -.044 
Age -.134 .093 -.188 
Public transportation (dummy variable) .135 2.151 .008 
Homeless (dummy variable) -4.004 2.975 -.184 
Middle school education (dummy variable) -1.358 5.075 -.034 
R2= .132   
Adjusted R2= .040   
R= .363   
           *p < .05   **p < .01 
Hypothesis 14 is that probationers with either more support from their friends/partner, 
access to their own car as a primary mode of transportation, or a combination of the two will 
perceive themselves as more employable than probationers with less support from their 
friends/partner or no access to their own car as a primary mode of transportation. Results fail to 
reject the null hypothesis 
Findings Related to Research Question 15 
 
A standard multiple regression analysis, presented in table 11.1, was used to test if total 
stipulations per month predict participants’ perceptions of employability when controlling for 
when controlling for recent mental health disruption, age, lifetime drug use, use of public 
transportation as primary form of transportation (dummy coded), being homeless (dummy 
coded), and middle school education (dummy coded). The results of the regression indicate these 
seven predictors explain 7.9% of the variance in perceptions of employability (R2= .079, F (7, 
56) = 1.768, p = .112). It was found that total stipulations per month significantly predicts 
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perceptions of employability (b= -.309, p = .023) when recent mental health disruption was 
entered into the model.  
Table 11.1 - Results of Multiple Regression Analysis- Recent Mental Health Disruption’s  
Prediction of Perceptions of Employability 
 
Factor B Std. er. b 
Total stipulations per month -.419 .180 -.309* 
Mental health disruption (recent) -.100 .221 -.063 
Age -.146 .091 -.208 
Drug use (lifetime) -.043 .109 -.052 
Public transportation (dummy variable) .692 2.144 .043 
Homeless (dummy variable) -2.390 2.944 -.110 
Middle school education (dummy variable) 1.566 5.088 .040 
R2= .181   
Adjusted R2= .079   
R= .425   
       *p < .05   **p < .01 
The fifteenth hypothesis of this study is that the presence of current mental health 
disruption, current substance use, or both will not temper the effects release stipulations have on 
perceptions of employability. The data presented in table 4.8 show that there is no correlation 
between recent drug use and perceptions of employability. The multiple regression analysis 
presented in table 11.1 shows that total stipulations continues to have a statistically significant 
influence on perceptions of employability when recent mental health disruption is entered into 
the model. Given the results of this regression, the null hypothesis has been rejected. 
Summary of findings 
 
 There are five important conclusions that these data suggest. First, the data suggest that 
the more stipulations an employed probationer must attend, the worse their overall job quality. 
However, it seems as if recent mental health disruption explains a reduction in job quality more 
so than total stipulations do. Second, there is no stand-alone stipulation that had a significant 
effect on any of the dependent variables. Significant effects on dependent variables are seen 
EFFECTS OF PROBATION ON EMPLOYMENT OUTCOMES 67	
when the stipulations are functioning as a group. Third, the data suggest that the more 
stipulations probationers had, the less employable they felt. Fourth, probationers with more 
supportive probation officers had more job offers and better perceptions of employability than 
those with less supportive probation officers. Fifth, and finally, probationers with either support 
from friends/partner or access to a car had better employment outcomes and perceived 
themselves as more employable than probationers with less support from friends/partner or 
access to a car. 
Assessment of mediators and moderators 
 As identified in the Concept Map (Appendix A), there were a variety of mediator and  
moderator variables in this study. Mediators were assessed using the mediation analysis of Baron 
Kenny (1986). The only variable that was found to play a mediating role was recent mental 
health disruption. This variable had a mediating effect on the relationship between total 
stipulations per month (b= .356 , p = .001) and the overall job quality of employed probationers 
(b= -.311., p = .004). Recent mental health disruption played a mediating role in the relationship 
between total stipulations per month (b= .296 , p = .001) and the perceptions of employability of 
probationers (b= -.204, p = .010). Recent mental health disruption’s role as a variable that 
tempers the effects that total stipulations has on overall job quality is assessed in the results of 
research question 12. Recent mental health disruption’s role as a variable that tempers the effects 
that total stipulations has on perceptions of employability is assessed in the results of research 
question 15. 
 There were two moderating variables for this study: race and type of criminal conviction. 
A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test the effects of race on each of 
the dependent variables. Results of the ANOVAs show the following: 
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• African-descent people have significantly lower overall job quality than European-
descent people (mean difference= -28.139, p= .002). 
Independent sample t-tests were conducted to test the effect that type of criminal 
conviction had on each of the dependent variables. Independent t-tests were used because 
participants were asked to identify which individual types of criminal convictions they had on 
their criminal record. As a result, each participant was identified as either having the type of 
conviction or not. Results of the independent t-tests show the following: 
• People with a drug conviction had significantly different perceptions of employability 
than people without a drug conviction (t= 2.931, p= .004). 
• People with a violent conviction had significantly different numbers of job offers than 
people without a violent conviction (t= -2.661, p= .010). 
Each of the moderators that were shown to play a significant role were entered as dummy  
variables into multiple regressions models. 
Chapter 5: Discussion and Recommendations 
Discussion of findings  
 
 Rejected nulls 
 
Five of the 15 hypothesis for this study had their null’s rejected. They include: 
Hypothesis 1- Employed probationers with fewer stipulations had better overall job 
quality than probationers with more stipulations. 
Hypothesis 3- Probationers with fewer stipulations perceive themselves as more 
employable than probationers with more stipulations. 
Hypothesis 9- Probationers with more supportive probation officers perceive themselves 
as more employable than probationers with less supportive probation officers. 
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Hypothesis 10- Probationers with either more support from their friends/partner, access to 
their own car as a primary mode of transportation, or a combination of the two have better 
overall job quality than probationers with less support from their friends/partner or no access to 
their own car as a primary mode of transportation. 
Hypothesis 15- The presence of current mental health disruption, current substance use, 
or both do not temper the effects release stipulations have on perceptions of employability. 
 Nulls that failed to be rejected 
 
Ten of the 15 hypothesis for this study had nulls that were not rejected. They include: 
Hypothesis 2- Unemployed probationers with fewer stipulations do not have more job 
interviews and more job offers than unemployed probationers with more stipulations. 
Hypothesis 4- Court appearances are not the stipulation with the largest effect on 
employed probationer’s overall job quality.  
Hypothesis 5- Court appearances are not the stipulation with the largest effect on 
unemployed probationer’s job interviews and job offers.  
Hypothesis 6- Court appearances are not the stipulation with the largest effect on 
probationer’s perceptions of employability.  
Hypothesis 7-  Employed probationers with more support from their probation officer do 
not have better overall job quality than employed probationers with less support from their 
probation officer. 
Hypothesis 8- Probationers with more supportive probation officers have more job offers 
than probationers with less supportive probation officers, but they do not have more job 
interviews than probationers with less supportive probation officers. 
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Hypothesis 11- Probationers with either more support from their friends/partner, access to 
their own car as a primary mode of transportation, or a combination of the two have more job 
offers than probationers with less support from their friends/partner or no access to their own car 
as a primary mode of transportation, but neither support from friends/partner or owning a car are 
significantly correlated with job interviews.  
Hypothesis 12- The effect total stipulations have on overall job quality is not tempered by 
recent drug use, but it is tempered by recent mental health disruption. 
Hypothesis 13-  The presence of current mental health disruption and/or current 
substance use do temper the effects release stipulations have on the number of job interviews and 
job offers of unemployed probationers. 
Hypothesis 14- Probationers with either more support from their friends/partner, access to 
their own car as a primary mode of transportation, or a combination of the two do not perceive 
themselves as more employable than probationers with less support from their friends/partner or 
no access to their own car as a primary mode of transportation. 
Conclusions of this study both contradict and support existing literature. Below are the 
areas of study for which this project has implications.  
Removal of criminal convictions from analysis. 
 
 Multiple regressions presented in chapter four contained all but one control variable that 
had significant correlations with the dependent variables being analyzed. The variable excluded 
from the analysis was type of criminal record. Table 4.7 shows that having a violent crime on 
one’s criminal record has a statistically significant positive correlation on the number of job 
offers an unemployed participant received. Table 4.8 shows that having a drug conviction has a 
statistically significant negative correlation on a probationer’s perceptions of employability. The 
EFFECTS OF PROBATION ON EMPLOYMENT OUTCOMES 71	
reason why this variable was removed from the regression analyses is because most participants 
had more than one conviction on their record. As a result, while the data can show which 
individual criminal records may be significantly correlated with dependent variables, they 
cannot, for people with multiples convictions, show which criminal record is the one that is 
influencing the number of job offers they have received or the perceptions of their own 
employability. 
Stipulations of Release and Employment Outcomes (RQ1 & RQ2). 
 
Petersilia and Turner (1991) posit that increased stipulations may be positively correlated 
with having a job. In the present study, however, total number of probation stipulations is not 
correlated with having a job. Ultimately, though the difference was extremely minor (.01 of a 
stipulation), unemployed participants did have a higher total number of monthly stipulations. It is 
important to consider the time of year that data were collected for this study. Almost all of the 
surveys were collected in June and July of 2017. The warm weather that accompanies these 
months often equates to increased employment rates. (Bureau of labor statistics, 2018). 
Therefore, it is possible that the number of participants in the study who actually had a job is 
atypical. Had the survey been conducted during the winter months, when many general 
contracting jobs are dormant, the number of participants employed may have been much lower. 
The effect of probation stipulations differs between those probationers who are employed and 
those who are not. Data suggest that probation stipulations are negatively correlated with the 
overall job quality of employed probationers. More stipulations do not, however, seem to be 
related to a reduction in either the number of job interviews or offers that an unemployed 
probationer receives.  
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Stipulations of Release and Perceptions of Employability (RQ3). 
 
The relationship between the two main dependent variables (employment outcomes and 
perceptions of employability) was not a focus of this study. Nevertheless, future researchers may 
want to note that participants who are employed also have higher perceptions of employability. 
The direction of the causal relationship, if any, is difficult to determine. Herr, Cramer, and Nilles 
(2004) suggest that having a job causes a person to feel more employable and optimistic about 
their own employability. Artess, Hooley, and Mellors-Bourne (2016), suggest that a person who 
has more favorable perceptions of their employability will go on to secure employment. Of 
course, neither, or both, of these conclusions could be true with the participants of this study. 
Future research may be able to establish the direction, if any, of this causal relationship.  
Also worth investigating is the role that perceptions of employability play in maintaining 
employment. As Daniels, D'Andrea, and Gaughen (1998) suggest, an individual’s perception of 
their employment prospects is positively correlated with their ability to not just find a job, but 
maintain one as well. The correlation in this study between having a job and positive perceptions 
of employability evident supports such a conclusion. Future research could also explore how the 
perceptions of employability are influencing an unemployed probationers experience, if at all. A 
more comprehensive measure may be able to better assess the effect perceptions have on what 
Green (2011) calls the “misery multiplier” (p.265). This misery multiplier, or negative effects of 
unemployment, could be the very variables that are keeping a person unemployed (a hypothetical 
example would be a person who doesn’t have money to buy a bus pass and, as a result of having 
no transportation, is unable to go to fill out a job application). 
The strong Cronbach’s alpha of the scale used in this the employability scale (.858) 
further supports the reliability of the items used in the scale. Results suggest that the questions 
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originally utilized by Daniels, D'Andrea, and Kiaka, (1998), De Cuyper Mauno, Kinnunen, and 
Makikangas (2010), Graffam, Shinkfield, and Hardcastle (2008), Janssens, Maddy, Sels, and 
Van den Brande (2003), and Rothwell and Arnold (2007) may work well in concert with one 
another. Additional research is needed to assess the validity and reliability of this scale.  
Court Visits, Employment Outcomes and Perceptions of Employability (RQ4 – RQ6). 
 
Neither of the groups of participants (employed and unemployed) had employment outcomes 
that were correlated with frequency of court appearances. As a result, both hypothesis four and 
five are rejected. Hypothesis six is also rejected, as the number of court appearances a person 
must attend each month has an insignificant negative correlation with perceptions of 
employability.  
Probation Officer Support, Employment Outcomes and Perceptions of Employability 
(RQ7 – RQ9). 
 
Results of questions seven, eight, and nine produce a complex interpretation of the role of 
probation officer support. While the data suggest that support from a probation officer does not 
significantly influence an employed probationer’s overall job quality, it does have a modest 
influence an unemployed probationer’s total number of job offers (though not their total number 
of job interviews). As a result, hypothesis seven is rejected, while hypothesis eight is partially 
rejected. Hypothesis nine, that probationers with more supportive probation officers will have 
higher perceptions of employability, is confirmed. As Holmstrom, Adams, Morash, Smith, and 
Cobbina (2017) suggest, support from probation officers is generally received positively by 
probationers themselves and that the support helps probationers stay sober from drugs and 
alcohol. Exploring the connection of probation officer support and periods of sobriety could be a 
focus of future research that builds off of this present study.  
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 Future research may also explore the process by which people on probation are receiving 
job offers. Job offers for unemployed participants had modestly significant correlations with a 
variety of control variables. They were also significantly affected by support from a probation 
officer. Job interviews, however, had no such correlations or effects. The procurement of a job 
may typically involve finding out about an opening, submitting an application, interviewing for 
the position, and then, if successful, being offered said position. It is possible that probationers 
are simply getting job offers without actually interviewing for them. There may be a variety of 
businesses where interviews are not required. Additionally, many probationers may be obtaining 
jobs as day laborers where a probationer simply needs to show up to a job site to be employed 
for the day, with no interview required. Others may be obtaining employment through temporary 
employment agencies. Probationers may have interviewed with the temp agency and 
subsequently placed at a business without ever actually interviewing with the business itself. 
Businesses in the construction and hospitality industries, two areas that often employ people on 
probation, may be such businesses. With a better understanding of the types of positions people 
on probation are pursuing, a more comprehensive view of the process of job obtainment may be 
had. 
Mediating Factors, Employment Outcomes, and Perceptions of Employability (R10-
R15).  
 
While questions 7-9 focused exclusively on the role of support from probation officers, 
questions 10, 11, and 14 examined the role of probation officer support in conjunction with 
support from friends/partner and owning a car. Hypothesis 10 is confirmed, suggesting that a 
presence of one or more of the three will produce better overall job quality. Hypothesis 11 is 
confirmed, suggesting that while a presence of one or more of the three produces more job 
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offers, it does not produce more job interviews. Hypothesis 14, that a presence of one or more of 
the three will produce higher perceptions of employability is confirmed.  
Questions 12, 13 and 15 examine the role of recent mental health disruptions and recent 
substance use. Results suggest that recent mental health disruption or drug use have an influence 
on the overall job quality of employed participants (rejecting hypothesis 12). No such influence 
was found on neither job interview and offers, nor perceptions of employability (confirming 
hypothesis 13 and 15, respectively). Additional analysis is needed to explore the relationship 
between social supports and recent drug use. It is possible that support may help people stay 
sober, which then may influence their employment outcomes and/or their perceptions of 
employability. Such results would be consistent with the findings of Holmstrom et al (2017) who 
suggest that social support helps people stay sober, as well as the findings of Ellis, Bernichon, 
Yu, Roberts and Herrell (2004) and (Johnson, Schonbrum, Nargiso, Kuo, Sefner, Williams, & 
Zlotnick (2013), who posit that social supports are related to longer periods of sobriety for 
people on probation who have left in-patient drug treatment facilities and after being released 
from prison in general.  
Implications for Social Work Micro Practice 
 
The results of this study can enhance the services clinicians, case workers, therapists, and 
other social workers practicing with individuals and small groups provide. Our professional 
values mandate us to create and enhance human relationships whenever possible. Results of this 
study support, albeit only slightly such attempts, especially when those human relationships are 
with probation officers and supporters in a probationer’s social network. Programs designed to 
establish mentor relationships between current inmates and people living outside of the prison 
system may be worth establishing in communities with high return-from-incarceration rates. 
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Given the negative influence of recent mental health disruption, micro level social workers 
should continue to help clients access and utilize mental health services. Finally, micro 
practitioners should help to facilitate supportive communication between clients with criminal 
records and their probation officers. Efforts might could include implementing training for 
probation officers that teach specific ways that probation officers can be more supportive to their 
probationers.  
Implications for Social Work Macro Practice  
 
The results of this research have additional implications for macro social work practice. 
Though the correlations uncovered in this analyses are modest, the Rhode Island Department of 
Corrections must be made aware of them. If future research were to expose a relationship that 
were more causal in nature, then the RIDOC may wish to consider easing the frequency and 
intensity of stipulations that probationer’s must attend. Such policy changes may need to be 
made within RIDOC policies.  
A variety of potential changes exist for each of the stipulations mandated. For example, a 
potential change to the stipulation of probation may be to allow probationers to connect with 
their probation officers via a web-based video communication service such as Skype. 
Community Corrections and Rehabilitative Services in Kansas has recently turned to use of 
Skype for communicating with probationers (National Institute of Justice, 2012). Other 
recommendations could include having probation officers travel to probationers’ homes and 
places of work to check-in with them. Further recommendation would be to expand the hours 
that probation offices are open, allowing those probationers who are employed or have job 
interviews to attend probation meetings at times that do not conflict with their pursuit and 
maintenance of employment. An additional recommendation would be to enhance probation 
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officer’s ability to be supportive of probationers. For example, probation officers may attend 
trainings on how to engage in supportive communication. Policy recommendations outside of the 
stipulation of probation might involve expanding probationers’ opportunities to pay court fees 
online, as opposed to physically appearing in court. Additional changes to the stipulation of 
probation might involve allowances to probationers with no means of paying an opportunity to 
not have to go to court to begin with.  
Additional macro-practice implications include educating both probationers, probation 
officers, and the RIDOC as a whole about the overall constellation of stipulations and its impact 
as a singular unit. It would be wise for policy recommendations to consider the overall time and 
effort needed to comply with the entire group of stipulations.  
Results of this study also contribute to the teaching and application of The Five Core 
Facilitator’s of Well-Being Development Model (Pettus-Davis, Veeh, & Renn, 2016). This 
newly developed model is a framework for successful prisoner re-entry. Pettis-David, Veeh, and 
Renn attempt to construct a standard model of reentry, as existing practices are insufficient. They 
describe this framework as a set of outcomes that can drive the outcome measure of reentry 
programs. The model is built upon existing models and theories currently driving reentry 
practice. Their goal is to unify these models and theories and apply them to existing challenges 
in prisoner reentry. The five core facilitators are: occupational balance, positive cognition, 
positive coping strategies, positive social activities, and positive interpersonal relationships. 
These facilitators are what the authors suggest should be the targets of treatment for folks 
reentering the community from prison. Results of this dissertation research contribute to the first 
facilitator, occupational balance. Occupational balance refers to the compatibility between a 
worker’s skills and occupational goals and the demands of the occupation in which they are 
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employed. As the data suggest, while the majority of participants in this study were employed, 
the quality of the job was questionable. The occupational balance for some may be inadequate. 
Knowing how this imbalance effects Rhode Island probationers is both an area for future 
research as well as a focus of micro practitioner’s potential interventions. Results of this 
dissertation research also contribute to the fifth facilitator, positive interpersonal relationships. 
Positive interpersonal relationships refer to beneficial relationships that increase and maintain 
psychological well-being and endure over a period of time. These relationships can be informal 
or formal. Micro practitioners can focus their efforts on creating and sustaining a positive formal 
relationship between people on probation and their probation officers. 
Implications for Social Work Education 
  
Results of this study have implications on curricula at all levels of social work education. 
Instructors in programs training caseworkers who may be working with people on probation, 
either in field placements or in a paid position, may wish to teach their students about the 
constellation of stipulations and about the potential impact it has on the probationers. Teaching 
students about the role that a supportive probation officer and/or friends and partners play would 
also be well advised. Students could then engage in course content that helps them better form 
said relationships and work with clients in situations where they must consistently interact with 
requirements of their probation.  
This study highlights some of the complexities that exist for people involved in the 
criminal justice system. As a result, it may contribute to curricula that helps social work students 
better understand the system itself and the need to work with people involved in the system. This 
study highlights some of the intricacies of a probationers lived experience by describing the 
constellation of stipulations that a probation must adhere to, as well as the varying ways to 
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measure their success in the employment market. It also helps social work students to better 
understand the importance of the relationship between probation officer and probationer and to 
better understand the time commitment stipulations present. These lessons will not only help 
social work students who go on to work with criminal justice system involved people, but also 
social workers who go on to become probation officers themselves.   
Results of this study also suggest the need for social work curricula to teach the specific 
policies and laws that are the foundation for how and why stipulations are mandated. Laws that 
govern how probation stipulations are mandated differ from state to state. Understanding the 
specific laws and policies that govern those who set the stipulations will be a key addition to 
curricula for social work students who wish to work with probationers.  
This research may also be used in the application and teaching of labeling theory. While 
this study does not stand as evidence of labeling theory, some educators may find it as a worthy 
example of how the theory materializes in practice. Like with labeling theory, results of this 
study may also further the teaching of stereotype threat. Educators may utilize this study to help 
students question how the anxiety probationers feel, be it while pursuing a job or working at a 
job, is impacting their performance. Probationers may have unconscious beliefs about their lack 
of employability that are stimulated when they are made aware of their inclusion in a stigmatized 
and marginalized group. These beliefs may then influence their feelings of employability. 
An additional implication for social work educators may be immediately adopted. 
Instructors at the BSW, MSW, and PhD levels of social work education should consider being 
more flexible with attendance and class participation policies and grades for students who have 
criminal records. These students are likely to need to miss class in order to comply with the 
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stipulations of their probation and may benefit from some flexibility in instructor or course 
policies. 
Implications for Future Social Work Research 
 
This research has scores of implications for future social work research. First and 
foremost, future research of this topic would benefit from a mixed methods approach. Qualitative 
data captured in the final question of the survey reveal the depth of complexity that is involved 
with any one probationer’s experience in the job market. With a qualitative approach, researchers 
could explore, possibly in focus groups where probationers can contribute to discussions with 
others in similar situations, the effects of probation stipulations on both employment outcomes 
and feelings of employability. A qualitative study that is longitudinal may produce an even 
greater understanding of the relationship among the main variables in this study as well as 
expose the significant control variables not measured by this quantitative approach.  
A secondary recommendation is for future researchers to employ study designs better 
able to establish casual relationships. For example, future researchers may wish to design a study 
with control and experimental groups. Such a study could involve a group of probationers, all of 
whom would typically be mandated to participate in many stipulations upon release. Some of 
these probationers would have the intensity of stipulations to which they would typically be 
subject, while others would be asked to complete very few monthly stipulations. Employment 
outcomes and feelings of employability could then be measured for each group. Such a design 
may benefit from being longitudinal, where a variety of variables could be examined throughout 
many months or even years. This would help to mitigate the influence that seasonal changes and 
local and national labor trends have on employment opportunities 
EFFECTS OF PROBATION ON EMPLOYMENT OUTCOMES 81	
Future researchers may want to measure job quality in a more comprehensive way. This 
study measured job quality by multiplying wages, by number of hours worked per week, by the 
length of time at the person had been at the job to come up with the new variable of overall job 
quality. Job quality, however, may be dependent on a variety of other factors. For example, 
future researchers may wish to ask not only about how many hours people on probation work 
each week, but whether that amount of hours is a good fit for them. It can be easily assumed that 
the more hours a person works the better it is. There are a variety of situations, however, where 
people on probation would consider their job quality better if they were to have fewer hours on 
their schedule. Overall job quality may also consist of the quality of relationships that people on 
probation form with coworkers at the job. It is quite possible that people on probation have jobs 
where they are forming positive relationships, which enhance not only immediate quality of life, 
but future job prospects (in the sense that these new relationships are part of their professional 
network) as well. The impact the job has on a person on probation’s self-esteem may be a critical 
factor when assessing the quality of a job. Measuring these components of overall job quality 
further highlight the need for a mixed methods approach that incorporates qualitative interviews.  
 Future researchers should also inquire as to whether employment procured by 
probationers is likely to continue. The quality of an employed probationers job could be 
measured more precisely if a researcher knew if that job were likely to continue. Additional 
questions to add to surveys would focus on measuring support from a variety of important 
relationships more precisely. Additional questions measuring probation officer support would 
help to better understand the role of said support. Splitting questions about support from 
friends/partner into two sets of questions, one measuring support from friends, the other 
measuring support from partner, would also enhance the validity of the tool. An additional set of 
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questions, absent from this present study, would measure the supports provided by family 
members, specifically those with whom people live.  
Future research should also utilize a sampling procedure and recruitment techniques that 
increase the diversity of the sample. For example, future research would benefit if there were 
more participants that lived in cities/towns outside of Providence. An overwhelming majority of 
participants in this study live in Providence. While the majority of inmates released from the 
Rhode Island Department of Corrections do indeed go back to Providence, there is still a 
significant number of people on probation who do not live in the capital city. Utilizing a quota 
sampling approach might allow better representation from those cities and towns outside of 
Providence. Establishing data collection points in every probation office, so that all catchment 
areas were covered, might enhance the variability in participants’ city/town of residence.  
An additional way to incorporate more diversity in the sample would be to offer the 
survey in Spanish and provide Spanish speakers with a translator/bilingual researcher for the 
consent process. Also, probationers with a sex offense represent a disproportionate number of the 
survey participants. Having fewer people convicted of a sexual offense or more people convicted 
of non-sexual offenses would help to diversify the sample in terms of criminal history. This may 
also then diversify participants in terms of the number of probation stipulations they must adhere 
to and the amount of stigma they face when applying for positions of employment (which was 
also not measured in this study, but could be in future research).  
Also worth examining in future research is the influence of stereotype threat (Steele, 
2010; Steele, Aronson, & Kruglanski, 1995). As highlighted in chapter two, stereotype threat 
occurs when an individual, as a result of being anxious that their performance will confirm 
existing negative stereotypes, performs below that which they are capable. As a result of their 
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poor performance, existing negative stereotypes about them and the group to which they belong, 
are confirmed and sustained. In this study, it is possible that probationers, out of fear of 
confirming existing negative stereotypes about probationers in a job interview or on a job site, 
perform poorly. As a result, their employment outcomes do not correspond with their true 
potential. Therefore, a limitation of this study, is that some probationers have poor employment 
outcomes (be they job offers or overall job quality) as a result of a poor performance that was 
driven by a fear of confirming existing negative stereotypes. 
An additional limitation of this research is its inability to specify the origin of the labeling 
and stereotyping people on probation may feel. Labeling theory suggests that once labeled 
deviant, it is possible that people on probation are internalizing the role, which then becomes a 
component of their identity and a motivator for future deviant actions (Lemert, 1951). This 
research is unable to specify whether the negative self-concept is coming from the label of being 
a convicted criminal, a person with a substance abuse problem, or a person with a mental illness, 
all of which Lemert suggests to be negative labels. Like with labeling theory, it is also 
impossible to specify the origin of the stereotypes that are the catalyst for poor performance 
outlined by the stereotype threat (Steele, Aronson, and Kruglanski, 1995). People on probation 
may feel stereotyped by not just the aforementioned labels suggested by Lemert, but also a host 
of other identities like race, gender, specific type of criminal conviction, or age. It is quite 
possible that people on probation are influenced by a variety of negative stereotypes and labels at 
the same time. How those stereotypes and labels interact with one another and impact 
performance in the pursuit, procurement, and maintenance of employment could be a focus of 
future research.  
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Finally, future researchers should attempt to enhance the criterion validity of measures, 
specifically those that measure the probationers’ stipulations and their employment outcomes. To 
do this, future researchers may ask participants to present their probation contracts, which outline 
what any one probationer is mandated to attend upon their release from prison. Pay stubs or tax 
records could be used to enhance the criterion validity of items that measure overall job quality.  
Conclusion 
 
 This study is but a first step in the process of assessing the relationship between the 
stipulations of a person’s probation and their experiences in getting and maintaining a quality job 
and their perceptions of employability. Assessing this relationship is consistent with the NASW 
Code of Ethics mandate to address the needs of the most vulnerable populations (National 
Association of Social Workers, 2017, Preamble). Initial results suggest that there are minor to 
modest negative correlations. Future research could be used to further describe the role of key 
supports from family, friends and romantic partners in the pursuit and maintenance of 
employment. Future research could attempt to get larger sample sizes so as to reduce the 
influence of the myriad of extraneous variables that can impact a person’s employment and 
feelings of employability.  
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Appendix A- Concept Map 
 
Moderating variables 
Demographics that could impact both the stipulations of probation  
and employment outcomes and feelings of employability 
-Race         -Type of criminal conviction  
 
Dependent variables 
Employment outcomes 
and Perceptions of 
employability  
Mediating variables 
Existing factors that may 
impact ability to comply 
with stipulations 
Independent variables 
Release stipulations 
Theoretical foundation 
Labeling theory 
Deviations from  
an assumed norm 
-Criminal behavior 
-Mental illness 
-Drug/alcohol addiction  
 
IV 1- Court 
IV 2- Probation 
requirements 
 
IV 3- Substance abuse 
treatment  
IV 4- Mental health 
treatment 
IV 5- Crime-specific 
probation stipulations  
Existing factors 
-Support of 
friends and/or 
partner 
-Living situation 
-Access to 
  transportation 
-Education 
-Mental health 
-Substance abuse 
-Probation  
  officer support 
-Gender 
 
 
DV 1- Employment outcomes: 
a.) overall quality of job for 
employed participants  
 
b.) number of job interviews and 
job offers for unemployed 
participants 
 
DV 2- Perceptions of 
employability 
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Appendix B- Survey 
 
  
 
Principal Investigator: Cristina Wilson, PhD. 
Student: Jesse Capece 
Title of Study: The Effects of Probation Stipulations on Employment Success and Perceived 
Employability Among Former Inmates on Active Probation 
 
You are invited to participate in this survey of probation conditions and employment. I 
am a graduate student at the University of Connecticut and am conducting this survey as part of 
my course work. I am interested in learning more about finding and keeping a job while also 
being on probation. 
 
Your participation in this study will require completion of the attached questionnaire. 
This should take approximately 25 minutes of your time. Your participation will be anonymous 
and you will not be contacted again in the future. You will receive a $5 Dunkin Donuts gift card 
for participating in this survey. This survey does not involve any risk to you. However, the 
benefits of your participation may impact society by helping increase knowledge about how the 
rules of probation impact someone’s ability to get a job and keep it. 
 
You do not have to be in this study if you do not want to be. You do not have to answer 
any question that you do not want to answer for any reason.  We will be happy to answer any 
questions you have about this study. If you have further questions about this project or if you 
have a research-related problem, you may contact me, Jesse Capece at 401-456-8618 or my 
advisor, Cristina Wilson at 860-570-9176. If you have any questions about your rights as a 
research participant, you may contact the University of Connecticut Institutional Review Board 
(IRB) at 860-486-8802. The IRB is a group of people who review research studies to protect the 
rights and welfare of research participants. 
 
 Please complete the attached survey (there is a pen in the envelope the survey came in). 
When you are done, place the survey and the pen back into the envelope and drop the envelope 
in the box labeled “SURVEYS” that is by the exit as you leave. Take the separate form that says 
“INFORMATION SHEET” and the Dunkin Donuts gift card with you when you leave. Thank 
you. 
 
 
 TURN THIS PAGE OVER TO BEGIN THE SURVEY  
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Part 1- Conditions of your release 
INSTRUCTIONS: Below is a list of some common stipulations probationers have to deal with. About 
how many times do you have to go to these stipulations during a typical month? Check the column that 
best describes your situation. If you do not have the stipulation at all, check the last column labeled 
“Don’t have.” 
During a typical month, how many times 
do you go to…..  
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5+ 
Don’t 
have 
1.) Court (for any reason- fines, child 
support, restitution, ongoing cases etc.) 
      
2.) Probation (to meet with your PO 
individually, or go to a group meeting) 
      
3.) Alcoholics Anonymous (AA) or 
Narcotics Anonymous (NA) 
      
4.) Drug/alcohol counseling or treatment 
(include both one-on-one AND group 
counseling) 
      
5.) Therapy or counseling for mental health 
issues (include both one-on-one AND group 
counseling) 
      
6.) Domestic violence classes       
7.) Anger management classes       
8.) Driver’s training (such as classes if you 
got a DUI) 
      
9.) Sex-offender treatment (either 
individually or in a group) 
      
10.) Another type of program (write-in 
below):  
      
11.) Do you any community service? (check one answer below) 
___No    
___Yes. If yes, how many total hours of community service were 
you sentenced to?  Write total hours hereà ________________                                   
Continue on next page à               Continue on next page à 
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Part 2- Current employment 
INSTRUCTIONS: The following questions ask about your current job situation. If you currently have a 
job, answer the questions in the LEFT column. If you are currently unemployed, answer the questions in 
the RIGHT column. If you are working at a job where you are paid “under the table” or “off the books” 
then you have a job and should answer the questions in the left column. 
Answer the questions in this column  
if you have a job right now 
Answer the questions in this column if you do NOT have a 
job right now 
1A.) How long have you been working at your job?  
___ less than 3 months    
___3-6 months 
___6-12 months                
___1-2 years 
___ More than 2 years 
 
1B.) In the last 2 weeks, about how many hours did you spend 
looking for a job? 
___ None             
___ less than 5 hrs. 
___ 6 to 10 hrs.    
___ 11-15 hrs. 
___ 16-20 hrs.     
___ More than 20 hrs. 
2A.) About how much money do you make per hour? 
___ Less than $9.60/hr.   
___$9.60/hr. 
___$9.61 - $15/hr.            
___$15 - $20/hr. 
___$21-$25/hr.                 
___ More than $25/hr. 
2B.) How do you typically find out about job openings? 
___ Internet 
___ Help Wanted section in the newspaper 
___ People I know tell me about them 
___ My probation officer tells me about them  
___ Other (please describe): ______________________ 
_____________________________________________ 
3A.) In a typical week, how many hours do you work?  
___ Less than 10 hrs./wk       
___10 to 25 hrs./wk 
___25-35 hrs./wk                   
___36 - 40 hrs./wk 
___40 or more hrs./wk              
3B.) About how many job interviews have you been on since 
being released from your last prison bid? 
 
Answer here::  
4A.) How many times have you received a pay raise at this 
job? 
____Never        
____Once       
____Twice 
____Three times      
____More than three times 
4B.) Since being released from your last prison bid, how 
many job offers have you received? 
 
Answer here:  
 
5A.) About how many days of work have you missed at your 
current job because you needed to appear at/attend something 
related to being a former inmate? If you don’t know the exact 
number, take a guess.  
Answer here:  
5B.) Have there been times that you wanted to be looking for 
a job, but couldn’t because you needed to appear at/attend 
something related to being a former inmate?  
 
____No   ___Yes 
6A.) How do you think your employer feels about the amount 
of time you need to appear at/attend something related to being 
a former inmate? 
____My employer is very frustrated  
____My employer is somewhat frustrated  
____My employer is not frustrated 
____I don’t know 
 
7A.) Does your employer schedule your work shifts around the 
things you need to appear at/attend?  
____No   ___Yes 
 
Continue on next page à                      Continue on next page à 
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Part 3- Do you think you are (or would be) a good employee? 
Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statements. Your answer choices are 
“Strongly disagree,” “Somewhat disagree,” “Somewhat agree,” or “Strongly agree.” Check the box that 
best describes how you feel. Everyone should answer these questions (answer them if you are currently 
employed or unemployed). 
Questions Strongly 
Disagree 
Somewhat 
Disagree 
Somewhat 
Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 
1.) I could easily retrain to make myself more 
employable 
    
2.) I could get any job, anywhere, so long as my skills 
and experience were reasonably relevant 
    
3.) I am in a position to do mostly work which I really 
like 
    
4.) Given my qualifications and experience, getting a 
job would not be very hard at all (or, if you are 
currently working, getting a NEW job would not be 
very hard at all) 
    
5.) I can think of a number of organizations that would 
probably offer me a job if I were looking 
    
6.) It will be difficult for me to find employment (or, it 
will be difficult for me to find NEW employment if I 
lose my current job) 
    
7.) I can learn new information about a particular job     
8.) I can remove potential barriers to getting a career      
9.) I have the skills to interview for a job     
10.) I can earn enough money to support myself/family     
11.) I can keep a job for at least a year     
12.) I can show up for work every day      
13.) A person with a criminal record is likely to get a 
job 
    
14.) A person with a criminal record is likely to keep a 
job if they get one 
    
15.) A previous employer would write a letter of 
recommendation for me if I asked them to 
    
17.) My PO frequently re-arranges my probation 
appointments to better accommodate my work 
schedule 
    
18.) My PO helps me get a job (or a keep a job)      
19.) My friends help me get a job (or a keep a job)     
20.) My partner (wife/husband, girlfriend/boyfriend, 
etc.) helps me to get a job (or a keep a job) 
    
Continue on next page à            Continue on next page à 
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Part 4- Substance abuse (Addiction Severity Index) 
Below is a list of drugs. Next to each drug there are two columns. In the first column, circle about how 
many times you have used the drug in the last 30 days. In the second column, circle about how many 
times you have used the drug  
in your entire life. An example has been provided in the first line (colored in grey).  
Type of drug About how many times in the last 30 days 
have you used this drug? 
About how many times in your entire life have 
you used the drug? 
EXAMPLE:  
Alcohol (to the point 
where you considered 
yourself drunk) 
EXAMPLE: 
 
never   1-5   6-10    11-15    16-20    20 or more 
 
EXAMPLE: 
 
never     1-10     10-25      25-50      50 or more 
 
1.) Alcohol (to the point 
where you considered 
yourself drunk) 
 
never   1-5   6-10    11-15    16-20    20 or more 
 
never     1-10     10-25      25-50      50 or more  
 
2.) Heroine  
never   1-5   6-10    11-15    16-20    20 or more 
 
never     1-10     10-25      25-50      50 or more  
 
3.) Methadone  
never   1-5   6-10    11-15    16-20    20 or more 
 
never     1-10     10-25      25-50      50 or more  
 
4.) Other opiates  
never   1-5   6-10    11-15    16-20    20 or more 
 
never     1-10     10-25      25-50      50 or more  
 
5.) Barbiturates, 
benzodiazepines, or 
“downers” (xanax, ativan, 
lorazepam)  
 
 
never   1-5   6-10    11-15    16-20    20 or more 
 
 
never     1-10     10-25      25-50      50 or more  
 
6.) Other sedatives or 
hypnotics (such as 
sleeping meds) 
 
never   1-5   6-10    11-15    16-20    20 or more 
 
never     1-10     10-25      25-50      50 or more  
 
7.) Cocaine  
never   1-5   6-10    11-15    16-20    20 or more 
 
never     1-10     10-25      25-50      50 or more  
 
8.) Amphetamines (such 
as Adderall or Ritalin) 
 
never   1-5   6-10    11-15    16-20    20 or more 
 
never     1-10     10-25      25-50      50 or more  
 
9.) Cannabis (weed or pot) never   1-5   6-10    11-15    16-20    20 or more never     1-10     10-25      25-50      50 or more  
 
10.) Hallucinogens 
(Ecstasy, LSD, 
mushrooms, Molly) 
 
never   1-5   6-10    11-15    16-20    20 or more 
 
never     1-10     10-25      25-50      50 or more  
 
11.) Inhalants (nitrous 
oxide, “whippets”) 
 
never   1-5   6-10    11-15    16-20    20 or more 
 
never     1-10     10-25      25-50      50 or more  
 
12.) How difficult is the use of drugs/alcohol making it for you to get a job right now? (check one) 
   ___Not difficult at all        ___Somewhat difficult        ___Very difficult         ___Extremely difficult 
13.) How difficult is the use of drugs/alcohol making it for you to keep a job right now? (check one) 
___Not difficult at all        ___Somewhat difficult        ___Very difficult         ___Extremely difficult 
Continue on next page à           Continue on next page à 
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Part 5- Psychiatric Status (Addiction Severity Index)  
Below is a list of psychological experiences. Next to each experience there are two columns. In the first 
column, circle about how many times you have had the experience in the last 30 days. In the second 
column, circle about how many times you have had the experience in your entire life. An example has 
been provided in the first line (colored in grey). 
Type of experience About how many times in the last 30 days have 
had this experience? 
About how many times in your entire life have 
you had this experience? 
EXAMPLE:  
Experienced serious 
depression (such as 
Sadness, hopelessness, 
loss of interest, difficulty 
with daily functioning)  
EXAMPLE: 
 
 
never   1-5   6-10    11-15    16-20    20 or more 
 
EXAMPLE: 
 
 
never     1-10     10-25      25-50      50 or more 
 
1.) Experienced serious 
depression (such as 
Sadness, hopelessness, 
loss of interest, 
difficulty with daily 
functioning) 
 
 
never   1-5   6-10    11-15    16-20    20 or more 
 
 
never     1-10     10-25      25-50      50 or more  
 
2.) Experienced serious 
anxiety or tension  
(such as being uptight, 
unreasonably worried, 
unable to feel relaxed)  
 
 
 
never   1-5   6-10    11-15    16-20    20 or more 
 
 
 
never     1-10     10-25      25-50      50 or more  
 
3.) Experienced 
hallucinations (saw 
things/heard voices that 
others didn’t see/hear) 
 
never   1-5   6-10    11-15    16-20    20 or more 
 
never     1-10     10-25      25-50      50 or more  
 
4.) Experienced trouble 
controlling violent 
behavior including 
episodes of rage or 
violence 
 
 
never   1-5   6-10    11-15    16-20    20 or more 
 
 
never     1-10     10-25      25-50      50 or more  
 
5.) Been prescribed 
medication for any 
psychological or 
emotional problems  
 
 
never   1-5   6-10    11-15    16-20    20 or more 
 
 
never     1-10     10-25      25-50      50 or more  
 
 
6.) How difficult are mental health issues making it for you to get a job right now? (check one) 
   ___Not difficult at all        ___Somewhat difficult        ___Very difficult         ___Extremely difficult 
 
7.) How difficult are mental health issues making it for you to keep a job right now? (check one) 
   ___Not difficult at all        ___Somewhat difficult        ___Very difficult         ___Extremely difficult 
Continue on next page à                     Continue on next page à 
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Part 6- Demographics- Please answer each question 
1.) How old are you (in years)? Answer here:  
 
2.) What is your gender?  ____ Male   ____Female   ____Transgender  ____Other: ____________________________  
 
3.) What race do you most identify with? (Check one) 
____Black/African American                     ____Latino or Hispanic American   
____White, non-Hispanic                           ____East Asian or Asian American         
____South Asian or Indian American        ____Middle Eastern or Arab American   
____Alaskan Native or Native American   ____ Other:___________________________________________  
4.) What is your primary language? (Check one) 
___English   ___Spanish   ___Portuguese   ___Khmer/Cambodian   ___Lao    ___Other: _______________________ 
 
5.) Do you have a physical health condition(s)?  
____No   ___Yes, and the diagnosis is:  
 
6.) Do you have a mental health condition(s)?  
____No   ___Yes, and the diagnosis is:  
 
7.) What is your current relationship status? Check one 
____Single, never married        ____Married      ____Divorced        ____Separated      _____Widowed  
 
8.) Which of the following BEST describes your current living situation? 
____Live alone at apartment or house   ___Live with family   ___Live with friends or roommates   
____Live with romantic partner            ___Homeless    ____Other: ________________________________________ 
9.) What is your annual household income (In other words, if you added up all the money you and anyone that you live 
with makes in one year, about how much would it be?) Answer here: $ 
 
10.) What city/town do you currently live in?  Write city/town here:  
 
11.) What is your main form of transportation (check one): 
____A car that belongs to me                      ____A car that belongs to someone else 
____Public transportation (ex. RIPTA)       ____Walking or riding a bike 
12.) Are you required to have an SR-22? (“high risk auto insurance”)
____No   ___Yes   ____Don’t know 
 
13.) In the spaces provided, write the total amount of debt you have for legal costs (for example, if you owe $5,000 in 
back child support, write “$5,000” in the space to the right of Child support): 
 
Child support: $_____________________________   Restitution: $________________________________   
Arrearages: $_______________________________    Court costs: $ _______________________________ 
Lawyer fees: $______________________________    Probation fees: $ ____________________________ 
Other (amount and describe what it is for): $ _________________________________________________________ 
14.) About how long ago did you get out of prison? Answer here:  
 
15.) How many times have you been sentenced to prison in your entire life? Answer here: 
 
 
Continue on next page à                    Continue on next page à 
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16.) How much total time have you spent in prison during your entire life (add all your prison bids 
together)?  
Answer here:  
 
17.) Which of the following types of crimes are on your criminal record? Check all that apply 
____Drug (ex. possession, distribution)                             ____Violent (ex. assault) 
____Breaking and entering (ex. robbery)                           ____Non-violent (ex. shoplifting or stolen 
car) 
____Financial (ex. credit card fraud or embezzlement)     ____Sexual offense (ex. rape, child 
molestation) 
____Other, please 
describe:_________________________________________________________________ 
 
18.) What is the highest level of education you have achieved (check one) 
____Less than middle school        ____Middle school            ____High School or equivalency (such as 
a GED) 
____Associate’s degree                 ____Bachelor’s degree      ____Master’s degree or higher 
 
19.) Do you receive SSI or SSDI because of either a physical or mental condition (check one): ____No   
___Yes 
 
20.) Did you have a job before your last prison bid? (check one) ____No   ___Yes 
 
21.) How much more time on probation do you have? Answer here: 
 
22.) Did you ever quit a job because the work schedule was stopping you from meeting one or more of 
the conditions of your release? ____No   ____Yes 
 
 
Part 7- In your own words 
 
How have the conditions of your release effected your ability to get a job and/or keep a job? Write your 
answer in the space provided below. Feel free to write any other information you think we should know 
about this issue. You do not have to write anything if you do not want to.  
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
This is the end of the survey. Please put the survey and the pen back into the envelope and then 
drop the envelop in the box that is by the exit. Take the separate form that says 
“INFORMATION SHEET” and the Dunkin Donuts gift card with you when you leave. 
